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Although  Army  Regulations  provide  specific  guidelines  and 
procedures  for  the  prevention  cf  crisis  management,  many  Army  comman¬ 
ders  are  managing  training  with  critic  management  methods  that  prevent 
the  accomplishment  cf  assigned  missions  in.  optimal  fashion. 

Concepts  cf  Army  Management  Design,  Ambiguity  and  Time  Manage¬ 
ment  relating  tc  crisis  manageirient  are  key  issues  for  consideration  in 
the  development  of  this  investigation.  These  concepts  are  the  central 
theme  in  the  identification  of  crisis  and  cptimun-orientec  units  ter 
further  study  and  determination  cf  mission  success  rates. 

The  research  design  allowed  the  analysis  of  the  differences  in 
mission  success  rates  cf  crisis-training-management  units  and  optimum¬ 
training-management  units.  The  research  was  causal  comparative  in 
nature  with  samples  being  Army  battalion  and  squadron  siceri  units 
located  at  Fort  Bliss,  Texas 


v 


Determination  of  crisis  and  optimunr-training-manageme  it 
oriented  units  was  accomplished  via  a  content-validated  Training  Man¬ 
agement  Perceptions  Instrument.  The  determined  instrument  reliability 
coefficient  is  .97. 

A  high  relationship  between  key  personnel  levels  of  perceived 
crisis  management  and  the  unit  performance  evaluations  scores  (mission 
success)  was  observed.  The  calculated  r  is  .94.  The  units  that  per¬ 
ceived  themselves  as  crisis-managament-or ientec  had  lower  annual  Army 
evaluation  mean  scores  man  did  these  units  that  perceived  themselves 
to  be  optimun-management-or ientec . 

The  study  indicates  the  possibility  of  continuing  problems  in 
the  areas  of  time  management  contributing  to  crisis  management.  It  is 
recommended  that  further  studies  be  conducted  to  further  refine  the 
predictive  potential  of  the  developed  instrument  ana  to  better  iden¬ 
tify  reasons  for  units  perceptions  of  unit  crisis  cr  optimum-msnage- 


ment-cr ientation . 


PREFACE 


This  study  is  prepared  in  the  interest  of  better  understanding 
the  dynamic  and  complex  nature  of  Army  Training  Management.  It  is 
necessary  tc  describe  within  this  project  many  concepts  in  "Amy  jar¬ 
gon."  If  the  reader  is  net  familiar  with  the  Army  Training  Management 
system,  he  is  strongly  encouraged  to  study  tne  definition  of  terms 
section  (Chapter  1)  prior  to  reading  the  remainder  cf  the  text. 
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Chapter  1 


INTRCCUCTICN 

Theoretical  rotmulaticn 

Training  a  combat-ready  force  is  the  key  issue  at  all  levels 
of  command  within  the  Army.  Training  for  combat  readiness  is  compli¬ 
cated  of  late  by  the  modernization  of  forces  and  the  doctrinal  dispute 
as  hew  to  better  develop  methods  to  meet  current  and  anticipated  'world 
threat  environments.  Training  responsibilities  have  been  decentral¬ 
ized  to  the  battalion  level  with  the  battalion  commancer  serving  as 
the  unit  training  manager  ana  his  subordinate  commanders  functioning 
as  the  primary  trainers.  The  battalion  commander  must  interpret 
assigned  missions  and  develop  a  training  plan  that  can  test  accomplish 
the  given  task  with  the  resources  and  time  available.  The  company 
commander  is  responsible  for  the  development  of  the  skills  ar.d  mainte¬ 
nance  cf  these  skills  for  the  individual  soldier  anc  any  associated 
crews. 

Army  officers  are  normally  allowed  only  one  opportunity  to 
exercise  command  at  the  battalion  or  squadron  level.  Unfortunately, 
seme  combat  battalion  or  squadron  commanders  x.ay  be  inexperienced  in 
the  many  charges  that  have  occurred  in  Army  management  systems,  equip¬ 
ment,  and  doctrine  since  their  last  combat  unit  experience.  Ey  the 
time  the  commander  gets  nis  feet  on  the  ground,  his  command  tune  may 
be  essentially  over.  The  unfortunate  commander  is  one  wno  is  con¬ 
stantly  extinguishing  fires  that  abruptly  alter  his  designed  plan. 
All  commanders  are  evaluated  in  the  manner  described  in  an  annual 


report  by  General  Robert  Shoemaker: 

Good  training  is  fundamental  tc  a  good  unit.  It  is  more 
than  a  means  of  preparing  for  combat  although  this  is  the 
final  aim.  Training  is  of  paramount  importance  because  it  is 
what  the  Army  does  in  peacetime.  Training  is  the  means  by 
which  a  unit's  chair,  of  command  expresses  its  efficiency, 
enthusiasm,  innovativeness  and  its  responsiveness  to  the  needs 
of  the  soldiers.  (13:48) 

For  whatever  reason  cited,  failure  to  meet  the  established 
objectives  for  unit  performar.ee  c  stitute  unit  failure.  The  comman¬ 
der,  being  ultimately  responsible  for  everything  that  the  'ur.it  does  cr 
fails  tc  do,  may  perceive  evaluation  as  a  crisis  situation.  Often¬ 
times,  actions  by  a  higher  headquarters  to  evaluate  the  readiness  pos¬ 
ture  of  a  unit  result  in  the  over-reaction  at  company  and  battalion 
level  tc  forestall  an  adverse  status  report  of  the  unit's  true  readi¬ 
ness. 

Problem  Statement 

Although  Army  Regulation  (24)  provides  specific  guiaeiines  and 
procedures  for  the  prevention  of  crisis-manageir.ent,  many  Army  comman¬ 
ders  are  managing  training  by  crisis  management  methods  that  prevent 
the  accomplishment  of  assigned  missions  in  optimal  fashion. 

Problem  Bac Kg round 

The  problem  arises  when  short  notice  requirements  impact  on 
already-planned  training  activities.  The  resultant  training  is  not 
optimized  because  of  schedule  conflicts  or  lack  of  adequate  training 
preparation  and  execution  time.  Often  the  newly-required  training  is 
put  into  an  already- full  schedule  with  little  regard  for  the  previ¬ 
ously  planned  training.  The  problem  has  attracted  the  attention  of 
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the  Army  leadership,  including  Army  Chief  of  Staff,  General  Edward  C. 
Meyer,  who  in  an  annual  report,  stated: 

When  organizational  activities  are  not  undertaken  with  a 
clear  sense  of  order  and  perspective,  their  zealous  accom¬ 
plishment  can  prevent  minimal  progress  toward  the  accomplish¬ 
ment  of  larger  goals.  { 12 : IS ) 

This  position  is  further  supported  by  the  Axmy  Training  and 
Doctrine  Command  Commander ,  General  Donald  Starry,  who  states  in  an 
annual  report,  "Half  the  turbulence  is  created  by  headquarters  outside 
of  the  battalion:  the  ether  half  is  created  oy  the  commander  himself." 
(IS : 21} 


Army  Regulation  5-1  establishes  the  procedures  and  policies 
for  all  management  efforts  witnin  the  Army.  The  procedures,  based  cn 
the  "latest  management  concepts"  (24:1)  ,  within  the  regulation  out¬ 
line,  will  be  referred  to  as  the  optimum-management  technique.  The 
regulation  stipulates  that  Army  personnel,  when  planning  any  worthy 
management  process,  will: 

Develop  alternate  plans  in  outline  (24:1)  /  Communicate 
management  objectives  to  all  levels  (24:2)  /  Concentrate  their 
time  and  effort  upon  changes  from  previously  Known  situations; 
upon  deviations  from  norms;  and  upon  problems  commensurate 
with  their  levels  cf  responsibility.  (24:3) 

In  accordance  witr.  regulation,  the  battalion  commander  should 
incorporate  optimum-management  techniques  into  his  training  management 
effort.  The  battalion  commander's  perception  of  optimum,- training  man¬ 
agement  should  be  that  which  he  considers  the  cest  incorporation  of 
all  existing  and  possible  mission  requirements  constrained  by  unit 
type . 


Should  Army  unit  commanders  employ  the  processes  ana  policies 
provided  by  the  regulation,  it  is  conceivable  that  crisis  training 
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management  would  not  be  necessary. 

Management  vs.  Leadership 

Several  reports  (6,  13,  16,  22)  support  the  hypothesis  that 

the  effectiveness  of  a  group  is  contingent  upon  the  oehaviotal  compe¬ 
tencies  of  its  leaders.  In  other  words,  the  mere  competent  the  unit 
leaders  are  in  leadership  and  managerial  skills,  the  mere  effective 
the  operational  performance  of  the  unit.  Various  other  investigations 
9 ,  10,  2G)  support  the  position  that  many  organizational  training 

managers  seldom  have  an  opportunity  to  practice  training  management 
skills  prior  tc  their  assignment  as  unit  commanders. 

It  is  necessary  here  to  differentiate  tne  separate  processes 
involved  in  leadership  arc  management.  In  1571,  Army  Chief  of  Staff, 
General  Westmoreland,  established  the  Board  for  Dynamic  Training  which 
was  commissioned  to  investigate  the  cause  for  less  than  optimal  train¬ 
ing  within  the  Army.  Two  hypotheses  were  proposed  for  investigation. 
The  first  involved  the  current  state  of  affairs  within  the  Army  ar.d 
the  American  society  in  general;  that  was  referred  to  as  the  "Vietnam 
otrait  vacket.  izu*  /i,  Training  was  thought  or  as  being  at  the  oct— 
tem  of  the  priorities  list  with  America’s  involvement  in  Vietnam  being 
the  first  priority.  The  second  hypotheses  was  that  the  training  pro¬ 
cesses  in  the  Army  were  subject  tc  gross  mismanagement.  The  Board 
concluded  that  the  army  leadership  was  guilty  of  mismanaging  training 
processes  and  recommenced  that  management  techniques  be  investigated 
for  possible  implementation  into  the  Army  Training  Management  System, 
Since  the  Beard  for  Dynamic  Training's  recommendation  was  made,  the 
army  leadership  n as  focused  on  the  most 


current  concepts  in 


5 


management.  Within  the  last  decade,  the  Army  has  directed  much  atten¬ 
tion  to  management  principles  in  the  hope  of  solving  the  Army's  train¬ 
ing  problems. 

It  is  a  generally  held  view  that  the  Army  believes  that  a  good 
manager  would  be  a  good  leader ,  or  a  good  leader  would  be  a  good  man¬ 
ager  . 

For  purposes  of  this  research  project,  the  views  of  Eennis 
will  be  accepted,  "There  .is  an  important  difference  between  leadership 
and  management.  Many  an  institution  is  very  'well  managed  and  very 
poorly  led"  (1:42) . 

The  good  leader,  after  weighing  the  alternatives,  determines  a 
course  of  action  to  pursue  and  accomplishes  the  mission  in  optimum 
fashion.  Thereafter,  the  processes  involved  in  the  successful  accom¬ 
plishment  of  the  mission  require  the  managerial  sKills  of  all  persons 
involved.  Decisions  to  modify  any  outlined  course  of  action  at  any 
point  require  competent  leadership. 

As  stated  within  the  title  of  this  research  project,  manage¬ 
ment  of  a  determined  training  plan  and  not  the  leadership  processes 
involved  is  the  issue  under  investigation. 

Anticipated  Contributions 
cf  Research 

It  is  anticipated  that  this  research  project  will: 

1.  Identify  the  differences  in  optimum-training  management 
techniques  vs.  crisis  training  management  tecnnicues  as  they  impact  on 
unit  mission  success. 

2.  Identify  successful  procedures  for  compilation  and  possi- 


techniques  are  employed  in  those  Army  units  stationed  abrcaa  but 
rather  the  management  techniques  overall  will  differ  because  cf  the 
type  of  missions  assigned.  Therefore,  for  purposes  cf  this  project, 
the  results  will  be  reported  and  generalized  only  for  those  combat 
units  stationed  at  Fort  Bliss. 

This  project  will  only  focus  on  combat  arms  units.  The 
rationale  is  cue  primarily  to  the  difference  in  mission  of  the  combat 
arms  vs.  the  support  arms  within  the  Army. 

Aagumpticrs 

The  following  assumptions  are  made  concerning  the  subjects  for 
investigation: 

1.  All  training  managers  are  capable  cf  perceiving  a  situa- 
ticn  as  being  a  crisis-situation  (regardless  cf  cause) . 

2.  The  battalion  commander  is  considered  qualified  as  the 
battalion  training  manager. 

3.  The  unit  training  manager  is  free  to  interpret  the  needs 
cf  his  unit  prior  to  formal  Army  evaluation. 

4.  The  'unit  training  manager  is  free  to  establish  training 
programs  within  his  unit  that  he  perceives  to  be  necessary. 

Outline  cf  the  Remainder 
of  the  Thesis 

Chapter  2  will  provide  a  orief  historical  perspective  of 
training  management  within  the  Army  up  to  the  present.  Additionally, 
selected,  possible  causes  cf  crisis-management  will  be  discussed  to 
acquaint  the  reader  with  the  possible  implications  of  unchecked  cri¬ 
sis-management. 
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Chapter  2  will  discuss  the  specific  methodology  planned  within 
this  project: 

Chapter  4  will  provide  the  findings  based  on  available  data. 

Chapter  5  will  provide  conclusions  and  appropriate  recommenda¬ 
tions. 

Cefiniticr,  of  Terms 

Annual  General  Inspection  l AG I ) :  An  inspection  conducted  usu¬ 
ally  oy  a  division  headquarters  or  higher  authority  to  determine  if 
tne  inspected  unit  is  in  compliance  with  established  regulation.  The 
results  of  the  inspection  are  usually  interpreted  as  the  unit's  state 
of  readiness. 

Army  Training  and  Evai uaticn  Program  IAPTEP) :  An  evaluation 
designed  to  determine  the  combat  readiness  of  an  Army  unit  based  on 
tne  unit's  ability  to  perform  the  established  objectives  within  the 
ARIEP.  The  evaluation  is  of  the  unit's  tactical  ability. 

Battalion:  This  is  limited  to  a  combat  arms  battalion  in  the 
context  of  this  project.  The  battalion  is  normally  organized  with 
five  subordinate  companies,  with  the  personnel  strength  ranging  from 
450  to  700  men.  The  assigned  equipment  types  are  dependent  on  tune 
mission  of  the  battalion.  The  battalion  is  usually  subordinate  to  a 
brigade  headquarters. 

Eatterv:  This  is  a  subordinate  unit  to  the  artillery  and  air 

defense  artillery  battalion  units.  Assigned  personnel  strengths  may 
vary  from  70  to  120  men. 

Cavalry:  This  is  an  armored  unit  that  is  responsible  for 

reccnnaisar.ce,  economy  of  force  operations  and  any  other  missions  that 


may  be  assigned.  The  per:  mnel  strengths  and  types  of  equipment  vary 
according  to  the  organization  of  the  headquarters  to  which  it's 
assigned . 

Combat  Arms:  These  are  units  whose  primary  mission  is  to  meet 
with  hostile  forces.  These  are  described  as  infantry,  armcr,  artil¬ 
lery  and  air  defense  artillery  branches  of  the  Army. 

Company :  This  is  limited  to  subordinate  units  of  infantry  or 
armor  units  in  the  context  of  this  project.  Assigned  personnel 
strength  may  vary  from  7C  to  14C  men. 

Crisis  Management :  This  is  a  process  with  which  an  organiza¬ 
tion's  leaders  resolve  a  crisis  situation.  It  is  generally  accepted 
that  the  continued  management  of  a  situation  in  a  perceived  crisis 
environment  will  result  in  less  bn  an  the  desired  outcome.  14,  1C,  17) 

Crisis  Situation:  This  is  when  short-r.otice ,  additional  com¬ 
mitments  are  placed  on  an  organization's  already  full  schedule.  The 
commitments  have  net  beer,  planned  for  nor  prepared  for.  There  is  gen¬ 
erally  no  opportunity  for  the  unit  to  request  reconsideration  of  the 
imposition. 

Mission:  This  is  an  objective  described  in  general  terms. 

Mission  Success:  This  is  the  accomplishment  of  an  assigned 
objective  in  the  most  economical  and  efficient  metr.ee  possible  given 
the  situational  variables. 

Cpt imum  Management :  This  is  management  which  is  in  accord 
with  bhe  procedures  and  policies  established  in  U.3.  Army  regulation 
5-1. 

Physical  Training  (P.T.):  This  is  physical  conditioning. 


Chapter  2 


BACKGROUND  CF  STUDY 


Historical  Perspectives  on 
Army  Training  Management 

The  Training  Management  system  in  effect  in  the  Army  today  has 
its  rcots  in  the  investigations  and  recommendations  mace  in  1971  by 
the  Boarc  for  Dynamic  Training  during  the  tenure  cr  General  Westmore¬ 
land  as  the  Army  Chief  cf  Staff.  The  following  two  hypothetical  situ¬ 
ations  were  the  basis  for  the  beard  investigation  (22) : 

The  state  of  training  was  the  effect  of  the  American 
involvement  in  Vietnam.  It  was  believed  that  Company  Offi¬ 
cers,  probably  many  Battalion  Staff  Officers  and  seme  Batta¬ 
lion  Commanders  were  unprepared  by  schooling  or  experience  for 
service  in  a  peacetime  Army.  (23)  /  Training  is  a  lew  prior¬ 

ity,  uncer-rescurcec,  activity  in  tactical  units  arc  of  qual¬ 
ity  reflecting  the  command  support  it  receives.  (23:15) 

_ mismanagement . 

The  Board  for  Dynamic  Training  (23)  reported  the  training  man¬ 
agement  problems  to  be  time  (lack  of) ,  doctrine  (complex) ,  equipment 
sophistication,  equipment  density,  maintenance,  headquarters  over¬ 
strength,  and  diversionary  missions.  Additionally  the  Ecard  reported: 

He  (The  Commander)  is  the  victim  of  a  paradox;  maintain 
unit  reacinesc  or.  the  one  hand,  and  cn  the  other  make  effort 
available  to  day  tc  day  activities  and  do  well  or.  the  things 
measured.  (23:71)  /  Unit  Commanders  are  often  asxec  and 
expected  to  do  the  impossible. . . ro  oe  combat  ready,  while  pos¬ 
sessing  neither  enough  men,  nor  the  appropriate  state  cf  indi¬ 
vidual  or  team  training.  Combat  failures  cc  stipulate  other 
goals  have  frequently  created  an  environment  for  false  readi¬ 
ness  reporting,  cr  at  least  high  frustration  among  members  cf 
units  who  knew  that  they  cc  not  deserve  to  be  labeled  combat 
ready,  and  are  unlikely  tc  become  so  no  matter  hew  hard  they 
try .  (2j : 1L8) 

r\i r  i  no  :j7o 
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survey  (9) ,  that  all  Army  rank  levels  were 
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substantially  confident  of  the  motivation  and  quality  of  unit  leaders 
and  commanders.  The  report  further  stated  that  there  was  no  universal 
support  for  the  proposition  that  these  leaders  and  ccrnrancers  were 
basically  lacking  in  ability. 

The  problem  was,  therefore,  viewed  as  training  mismanagement. 
Army  efforts,  thereafter,  were  to  develop  new  training  mar.age.ment  sys¬ 
tems.  The  last  decade  has  witnessed  major  reviser,  of  most  training 
management  doctrine,  training  mar.agem.ent,  literature,  and  training 
methodology. 

The  problems  of  training  mismanagement  in  the  Army  were  still 
evident  in  the  Army  during  1977  wr.en  it  was  reported  that  training 
problems  in  the  7th  Infantry  Division  were  the  result  of  leacer- 
ship/ management  inadequacies,  time  {training  time  ar.c  details)  and 
turbulence  (those  activities  that  remove  men  from  training).  ( 20 : A 
39) 

The  Nature  of  Army 
Management 

Army  Management  Doctrine  is  outlined  in  Army  Regulation  5-1. 
The  regulation's  purpose  is  to  "provide  guidance  for  Army  Comm.ar.ders 
and  Staff  Officers  in  developing,  initiating,  perfecting,  and  evaluat¬ 
ing  command  and  organizational  procedures  ar.d  systems."  (24:1)  The 
management  process  is  outlined  in  five  functional  areas.  For  purposes 
of  this  prcgect,  the  functional  areas  are  listed  with,  wnat  are  consid¬ 
ered  critical  elements: 

Planning ;  Develop  alternate  plans  in  outline-  (24:1) 

Organizing :  Select  and  assign  appropriate  personnel  and 
other  resources  to  accomplish,  the  functions.  (24:2) 


Directing :  Issue  timely  instructions  including  when, 
where,  and  by  whom  each  task  is  to  be  completed ,  and  insure 
these  instructions  are  pioperiy  understood.  (24:2) 

Coordinating :  Cross-train  subordinates  and  keep  their, 
informed  as  to  the  objective.  (24:2) 

Controlling:  Take  prompt  corrective  action  to  bring  per¬ 
formance  up  to  standard,  and/or  adjust  norms.  (24:2) 

Additionally  the  regulation  outlines  management  policies 
established  to  contribute  to  the  effective  accomplishment  of  the  mis¬ 
sion.  These  policies  critical  to  this  research  are: 

Objectives :  Management  objectives  must  ce  clearly  stated, 
attainable,  ana  make  efficient  use  cf  available  resources. 
Cbjectives  should  be  ccrrmunicateb  to  all  levels.  A  signifi¬ 
cant  variation  ir.  resources  requires  timely  review  and  possi¬ 
ble  adjustment  cf  management  objectives,  policies,  organiza¬ 
tion,  functions,  systems,  priorities,  and  resource  allocation 
to  assure  optimum  balance  in  accomplishing  the  mission.  (24:2) 

Management.  lv  Exceu tico :  Time  and  effort  of  those  «*ho 
manage  should  be  concentrated  upon  changes  from  previously 
Known  situations. .. .upon  deviations  from,  norms. . . .and  upon 
problems  commensurate  with  their  levels  cf  responsibility. 
(24:3) 

Clearly,  it  followed,  the  regulation  outlines  a  guide  that 
will  prevent  a  commander  or  staff  officer  from  perceiving  a  situation 
as  a  crisis.  The  doctrine  supports,  in  policy  and  prcceaure,  the  con¬ 
cept  of  "routine"  as  cescrioed  by  Crucker: 

A  crisis  that  occurs  a  second  time  is  a  crisis  that  must 
r.ot  occur  again.  /  A  recurring  crisis  sneuid  have  always  oeer. 
foreseen.  It  can,  therefore,  either  te  prevented  or  recucec 
to  a  routine  which  clerks  can  manage.  The  definition  of  a 
routine  is  that  it  makes  unskilled  people  without  judgment 
capable  of  doing  what  it  took  near-genius  tc  do  before;  for  a 
routine  puts  down  in  systematic,  step  by  step  form  what  a  very 
able  man  learned  in  surmounting  yestercay's  crisis.  /  The 
recurrent  crisis  is  not  confined  tc  tne  lower  levels  of  an 
organization.  It  afflicts  everyone.  (5:40) 

The  question  cf  training  management  responsibilities  is  per¬ 
haps  the  most  perplexing  problem  that  has  to  be  fitted  to  the  Army's 
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current  concept  of  management.  lhe  battalion  or  squadron  commander  is 
identified  by  Department  of  the  Army  Training  Circular  (21-5-7)  as  the 
training  manager.  Yet  when  one  considers  tne  concepts  of  management 
authority  as  described  by  Drucker,  it  is  difficult  to  identify  the 
Army  Training  Management  Model  as  comparable.  The  battalion  training 
manager  would  best  fit  the  description  of  the  firing  line  manager  that 
Drucker  describes  in  the  following  passages: 

The  managers  on  the  firing  line  have  the  basic  management 
jobs..., tne  ones  on  whose  performance  everything  else  ulti¬ 
mately  rests.  Seen  this  way  the  jobs  cf  higher  management  are 
isrivative,  are,  in  the  last  analysis,  aimed  at  helping  tne 
firing  line  manager  do  his  job.  /  The  firing  line  manager 
should  net  be  expected  to  make  decisions  which  he  cannot  make. 

A  man  responsible  for  immediate  performance  does  not  have  the 
time,  for  instance,  to  make  long-range  decisions.  (4:416) 

The  dynamic  environment  of  the  Army  battalion  is  fundamental iy 
different  frem  the  environment  conceived  by  Drucker  in  his  development 
of  the  manager's  authority.  The  immediate  possibility  of  chance 
requires  that  the  "firing  line"  manager  make  long-range  plans  and, 
further,  plan  for  deviation  from  the  regulation  norms.  This  could 
possibly  contribute  to  the  training  manager's  and  his  staff's  percep¬ 
tion  of  a  situation  as  crisis  in  nature. 

Althcugr,  Army  regulations  do  not  necessarily  adhere  to  all 
management  concepts  normally  accepted  within  the  American  business 
society,  it  dees  seem  to  provide  a  guide  for  the  development  cf 
efficient  practices  within  the  Army. 


General  Nature  cf  Cr isis 
Management 

While  it  is  not  the  intent  of  this  project  to  analyze  the 
underlying  stress  factors  in  the  perception  of  crisis,  it  will  discuss 
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management  techniques  that  may  contribute  to  the  perception  of  a  situ¬ 
ation  as  being  a  crisis.  The  most  comprehensive  work  that  has  been 
reviewed  is  that  which  was  prepared  by  Shapiro  and  Gilbert  for  the 
Office  of  the  Naval  Reserve.  (17)  Contained  within  the  work  are  num¬ 
erous  references  to  research  conducted  on  various  factors  considered 
in  the  management  of  crisis  situations.  This  study  will  focus  on  the 
influence  of  time  and  ambiguity  in  a  crisis  situation,  because  of  the 
ease  of  observation  afforded  at  the  unit  level  and  because  the  optimum 
training  management  methods  described  tend  to  focus  on  the  management 
of  these  two  factors. 

The  greater  the  stress,  the  less  the  ability  of  the  indi¬ 
vidual  to  tolerate  ambiguity  in  the  environment.  (17)  / 
Related  to  the  loss  in  the  complexity  of  cognitive  processes 
under  stress  is  a  loss  in  the  ability  of  the  individual  to 
cope  with  an  ambiguous  environment.  There  is  likely  to  be 
much  more  ambiguity  in  dynamic  and  complex  enviror  .s  t'  o 
in  static  and  simple  environments.  (27:234) 

A  crisis,  of  course,  is  characterized  by  the  d-'namic  and 
complex  nature  of  the  environment,  resulting  in  ambiguity  of 
information.  As  the  stress  increases  in  a  crisis,  the  deci¬ 
sion  maker  is  less  able  to  tolerate  this  ambiguity.  (29:179) 

Intolerance  cf  ambiguity  leads  to  e  response  to  a  stimulus 
before  adequate  information  is  available  for  the  correct  res¬ 
ponse.  (17)  /  When  an  individual  cannot  tolerate  the  ambiguity 
cf  the  information  he  is  receiving,  he  rushes  to  formulate  a 
response  and  thereby  bring  closure  to  the  situation.  (29:179) 

Once  he  has  responded,  he  no  longer  has  to  deal  with  the 
ambiguous  environment.  The  problem  is  that  this  response  is 
made  before  adequate  information  is  received  that  would  ade¬ 
quately  define  the  situation.  Tne  result  is  likely  to  be  an 
incorrect  response.  (17:21,  22) 

The  nature  of  the  Army  battalion  is  definitely  dynamic  and 
complex.  The  diversity  of  mission  assignments  possible  provide  the 
battalion  training  manager  and  his  subordinates  the  ambiguous  environ¬ 
ment  discussed  by  Shapiro  and  Gilbert: 
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The  greater  the  stress,  the  more  distorted  the  perception 
of  time.  /  A  crisis  is,  by  definition,  a  situation  of  short 
decision  time.  There  is  strong  pressure  to  make  a  quick  res¬ 
ponse.  As  if  this  were  not  problem  enough,  what  happens  is 
that  in  a  stressful  situation  the  decision-maker's  perceptions 
of  time  are  distorted  in  the  direction  that  aggravate  time 
pressure.  That  is,  decision  makers  tend  to  overestimate  the 
amount  of  time  that  has  passed  in  a  crisis.  Thus  time  pres¬ 
sure  becomes  a  highly  salient  factor  in  the  crisis  decision 
making  process.  (28:14)  A  circular  process  arises:  because  of 
the  surprise  and  the  threat  of  a  crisis,  as  well  as  the  use  of 
of  such  techniques  as  ultimata,  there  is  great  time  pressure 
that  leads  to  stress.  This  stress,  in  turn,  causes  distor¬ 
tions  in  the  perceptions  of  the  passage  of  time,  in  an  overes¬ 
timated  direction,  thus  further  heightening  the  time  pressure. 

/  The  greater  the  stress,  the  greater  the  tendency  to  make  a 
premature  choice  of  alternatives  before  adequate  information 
is  available  for  a  correct  response.  /  The  greater  the  time 
pressure,  the  poorer  or  more  incorrect  the  choice  of  alterna¬ 
tives.  (17:24,32,  33,36) 

The  prepositions  as  stated  by  Shapiro  and  Gilbert,  supported 
by  the  cited  research,  are  descriptive  cf  those  problems  inherent  to 
the  training  management  system  within  the  Army  as  described  in  this 
project.  The  general  comments  made  about  the  correctness  of  response 
and  time  pressure  can  be  directly  associated  with  mission  success. 


Fcssible  Implications  of 
Crisis  Management 

If  a  situation  is  perceived  as  a  crisis,  what  will  possibly 
result  is  less  than  the  best  decision  for  a  given  situation.  (17)  The 
long  term  effect  of  continued  crisis-management  may  be  a  decline  in 
the  mission  success  rate  of  a  unit. 


Chapter  3 

METHODOLOGY 

Description  of  Research 
Methodology 

Tne  research  design  analyzed  the  differences  in  mission  suc¬ 
cess  rates  between  crisis-management  and  optimum-training  management 
units.  Units  identified  for  study  were  categorized  by  the  style  of 
training  management  the  unit  leadership  perceived  to  be  dominant.  Tne 
stated  hypotheses  were  tested  using  causal  comparative  methods  to  com¬ 
pare  identified  effects  of  optimur  and  crisis-training  management  upon 
inspection  scores,  normally  scheduled  and  unannounced,  for  the  previ¬ 
ous  training  year.  As  available,  the  following  unit  performance 
scores  were  used  to  compare  units  perceiving  themselves  to  be  crisis 
cr  optimum-training-management-oriented:  (1)  Annual  general  inspec¬ 

tion  scores  for  training  operations,  nuclear  biological  chemical 
defense  training  inspections,  supply  operations  and  maintenance  opera¬ 
tions;  (2)  Weapons  qualification  average  scores  (to  include  both  indi¬ 
vidual  and  crew  served  weapons);  (3)  Skills  qualification  test  average 
(battalion  average);  (4)  Physical  training  score  (battalion  average); 
(5)  Army  training  and  evaluation  program,  ratings;  (6)  Number  of  AWOL 
personnel  within  last  year. 

Statement  of  Hypotheses 
in  Statistical  Form 

HG :  Ml  equal  to  M2 

EA:  Ml  not  equal  to  M2 
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It  is  given  that  Ml  is  the  perceived  crisis-training  manage¬ 
ment  composite  performance  mean;  M2  is  the  perceived  optimum  training 
management  composite  performance  mean. 

The  hypotheses  were  tested  to  determine  if  differences  exist 
in  crisis  and  optimum-management  oriented  units.  The  hypotheses  were 
further  tested  to  determine  where  the  differences  were. 

Population  and  Sample  Selection 

United  States  Army  combat  arms  units  of  battalion  and  squadron 
size  were  analyzed  as  available  from  the  Fort  Bliss  Military  Reserva¬ 
tion  Requests  for  research  assistance  were  also  sent  to  the  Chiefs  of 
Staff  at  Fort  Polk,  Louisianna,  Fort  Carson,  Colorado,  and  Fort  Hood, 
Texas)  . 

Initial  coordination  requesting  permission  to  conduct  the  ana¬ 
lysis  at  Fort  Bliss  was  made  wish; 

Chief  cf  Staff 

U'SAADCEN  and  Ft  Bliss 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas 

Once  granted  permission  to  coordinate  with  tenant  units, 
further  coordination  was  effected  with  the  3rd  Armored  Cavalry  Regi¬ 
ment,  tiie  11th  Air  Defense  Artillery  Group,  and  The  School  Brigade. 

All  combat  arms  units  cn  the  Fort  Bliss  Military  Reservation 
were  surveyed  using  the  instrument  inaentifiea  in  Appendix  A.  The 
instrument  was  administered  to  las  available)  20  individuals  per  unit. 
At  a  minimum  the  instrument  was  administered  to  the  battalion  comman¬ 
der,  his  staff,  and  subordinate  commanders  or  their  representatives. 
The  unit  sergeant  major,  first  sergeants  and  staff  non-commissioned 
officers  were  also  provided  an  instrument  for  completion.  Units  were 
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identified  as  displaying  either  crisis-training  management  or  optimum¬ 
training  management  tendencies  based  on  their  responses  to  the  instru¬ 
ment  .  Th  units  that  displayed  the  strongest  crisis-training  manage¬ 
ment  tendencies  were  further  evaluated  as  to  crisis-dependent 
variables.  The  units  that  displayed  the  strongest  optimum- training 
management  tendencies  were  further  evaluated  as  to  optimum-dependent 
variables. 


Instrument  Description 

Since  there  is  no  instrument  currently  available  for  the  mea¬ 
surement  of  crisis-management  within  a  training  combat  unit,  an 
instrument  was  formulated  to  question  the  leadership  of  units  about 
their  perceptions  of  how  the  training  is  managed  (see  Appendix  A,  page 


The  instrument  consists  of  22  equally  weighted  questions.  The 
questions  are  designed  to  determine  the  amount  of  crisis  management 
that  the  respondent  perceives  to  occur  within  the  unit  he  is  assigned 
to.  Questions  were  answered  using  a  Likert  type  scale  (1  to  7)  with 
the  individual  marking  his  responses  and  any  comments  that  he  may  have 
on  the  instrument  itself.  Ey  design,  a  low  score  on  the  training  man¬ 
agement  perceptions  instrument  is  indicative  of  a  perceived  crisis 
situation,  wnereas  a  high  score  indicates  an  optimum-management  situa¬ 
tion. 

The  units  are  identified  as  either  optimum-training-manage- 
ment-oriented  units  or  crisis-traini.ig-rndnagement-oriented  units  based 
or.  the  totaled  and  averaged  scores  of  the  completed  questionnaires 
from  the  units.  Justification  of  instrument  items  are  provided  in 
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Appendix  B. 

Instrument  validity  and  reliability  comments  contained  in 
Appendix  C. 

Procedure 

1.  Obtain  permission  to  conduct  the  research  and  list  the 
units  to  participate. 

2.  Establish  validity  and  reliability  for  instrument  (Appen¬ 
dix  C)  . 

3.  Administer  the  instrument  to  the  participants  identified. 

4.  Compute  the  mean  score  per  unit  and  total  mean  for  the 
surveyed  units. 

5.  Determine  the  placement  of  unit  scores  as  plotted  in  a 
histogram  fashion. 

6.  Identify  the  units  that  scored  in  the  extremes  of  the  dis¬ 
tribution  of  crisis  and  optimum-management-or iented  units. 

7.  Determine  if  the  perceptions  of  the  two  groups  are  equal 
using  an  analysis  of  variance  technique. 

8.  Determine  if  the  calculated  F  value  is  significant  at  the 
.05  level. 

9.  Obtain  permission  from  the  unit  to  review  data  on  the  fol¬ 
lowing  standard  army  evaluations  to  obtain  scores  fcr  comparison 
between  crisis-training-management  and  optimum- training-management 
techniques  (numerical  scores  for  the  following  should  be  observed  for 
the  last  training  year) 

a.  AKTEP  rating 

b.  P.T.  score  <EN  ave) 


c.  AGI  scores: 


Training  Management 
NBC  defense 
Supply  operations 
Maintenance  operations 

a.  Weapons  qualification  (BN  ave) 

Individual  weapon 
Crew  Served  weapon 
e.  SCT  score  (EN  ave) 
h.  AWCL  rate  (BN  total  for  last  year) 

1C .  Compare  the  data  to  determine  if  there  are  any  trends 
apparent  within  the  identified  groups. 

11.  Using  the  variables  listed  above,  compare  performance 
scores  between  the  crisis  and  optimum-manacement-oriented  units  using 
an  analysis  of  variance  test  of  significance. 

12.  Consider  the  following  additional  questions: 

a.  Are  there  differences  in  officer's  and  nco's  per¬ 
ceptions 

b.  Who  can  better  predict  unit  evaluation  scores 
based  on  their  perceptions  of  the  unit? 

c.  Are  there  differences  in  perceptions  for  these 
officers  assigned  to  crisis-management-oriented  units  as  com¬ 
pared  to  optimum-management-cr lented  units? 

a.  Are  there  differences  in  perceptions  for  those 
nco's  assigned  to  crisis-management-oriented  units  as  compared 
to  optimum-management-cr ientea  units? 
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e.  Are  there  differences  in  respondent  perceptions  of 
time  management,  ambiguity  and  army  management? 

13.  Report  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  total  unit  obser¬ 
vations. 

Df.ca  Collection  and 
Recording 

Collection  of  data  using  the  training  management  perceptions 
instrument  was  done  in  groups  when  possible.  If  it  was  net  possible 
to  administer  the  instrument  to  an  assembled  group,  then  it  was  neces¬ 
sary  to  search  out  the  individual  -work  areas  of  those  desired  for  ccm- 
ment.  The  administration  of  the  instrument  was  done  in  a  non-threat¬ 
ening  manner  while  taking  precautions  not  to  bias  the  respondent 
<i.e.,  examples  as  to  what  crisis-management  is,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
instrument  administrator,  were  net  given) .  Ihe  instrument  was  net 
taken  home  or  elsewhere  to  complete  in  the  interest  of  time  conserva¬ 
tion  and  clarification  of  possible  questions.  Arrangements  for  the 
collection  of  data  prior  to  the  arrival  of  the  instrument  administra¬ 
tor  were  made. 

The  units  identified  for  further  research  as  either  a  crisis 
or  optimum-management  unit  were  not  cold  that  they  were  members  of 
either  grouping.  Coordination  with  the  'units  desired  for  further 
research  was  done  as  soon  as  possible  ir.  order  to  allow  the  required 
data  collection  from  the  units'  training  files. 

The  individual  responses  have  been  recorded  on  the  training 
management  perceptions  instrument  forms.  As  the  unit  was  surveyed, 


the  completed  forms  were  placed  in  identifying  envelopes  in  case 


further  research  was  necessary. 

Tine  performance  evaluation  data  (mission  success)  for  the  unit 
were  recorded  on  the  form  described  in  Appendix  D.  Again  the  data 
were  placed  in  identifying  envelopes  for  identification  if  further 
research  was  necessary. 

Data  Processing  and 
Analvsis 

d - 

Descriptive  statistical  methods  were  used  initially  to 
establish  these  units  that  were  tc  be  further  analyzed  as  crisis-anc 
cptimum-managment-oriented  units. 

The  data  was  processed  with  the  crisis-trair.ing-management- 
onentec  units  and  the  optimum-trair.ing-management-or  ientec  units 
being  the  dependent  variables.  The  independent  variables  were  the 
scores  provided  for  annual  evaluations  that  the  unit  has  to  partici¬ 
pate  in,  i.e.,  AGI ,  ARTDP,  etc.. 

Tests  for  significant  differences  were  performed  where  neces¬ 
sary  using  a  one  way  analysis  of  variance.  When  necessary,  a  pro¬ 
tected  comparison  (LSD)  of  the  independent  variable  means  was  con¬ 
ducted  tc  determine  where  differences  lay. 

Regression  analysis  was  used  to  determine  correlation  coeffi¬ 
cients  for  the  developed  training  management  perceptions  instrument 
anc  predictive  potential  of  officers  and  nco's  responses  on  the  train¬ 
ing  management  perceptions  instrument  to  their  assigned  unit  perfor¬ 
mance  evaluation  scores  (AGI,  ARTEF,  etc.). 


is  assumed  that  the  population  model 


'.■.'a  s 


normally, 


24 


independently  distributed  with  a  common  mean  and  a  common  variance. 

It  is  assumed  that  the  items  on  the  training  management  per¬ 
ceptions  instrument  were  answered  honestly,  without  fear  of  coercion 
or  reprisal. 

Methodological  Limitations 

The  primary  limitation  of  this  project  is  that  the  ccr.struct 
of  the  training  management  perceptions  instrument  was  relatively 
untried.  The  classification  of  units  into  either  the  crisis-training- 
management  or  optimum-training-management  group  is  dependent  on  the 
perceptions  of  the  individuals  surveyed  within  the  unit.  This,  how¬ 
ever,  was  the  only  method  ethically  available  to  the  researcher. 

As  stated  previously,  the  study  is  limited  to  characteristics 
of  eleven  U.S.  Army  units  at  fort  Bliss.  It  would  be  incorrect  to 
attempt  to  generalize  the  findings  to  the  entire  United  States  Army. 

The  study  is  designed  to  determine  if  there  is  a  difference  in 
crisis-traininc-management  and  optim.um-traimng  -management  techni¬ 
ques.  The  study  does  net  attempt  to  provide  analysis  of  the  "why's" 
of  crisis  or  cptimum-training-management  but  rather  to  observe  the 
mission  success  cate  cf  both  types  cf  unit  orientations. 

This  sample  study  is  limited  to  ten  units.  If  it  were  possi¬ 
ble  tc  obtain  a  larger  sample,  from  more  than  ]ust  one  army  post,  the 
results  would  have  been  easier  to  interpret  and  tc  generalize. 

Chronology 

1.  Proposal  to  faculty  advisor  14  Jan.,  1930; 

2.  Coordinate  with  appropriate  agencies  for  the  acministra- 


tior,  of  the  instrument  during  the  week  of  28  Jan.-  1  Feb.,  1980; 

3.  Training  management  perception  instruments  administered  to 


units  identified  bv  the  appropriate  post  headquarters  during  the  time 
period  March  28  -  March  31; 

4.  Collect  comparative  evaluation  results  during  the  time 
period  May  9  -  May  14; 

5.  Data  analysis  completed  no  later  than  Jane  1; 

6.  Thesis  preparation:  By  Jane  1  to  June  10; 

7.  Thesis  finalized  no  later  than  June  15; 

8.  Thesis  presentation  no  later  than  Jane  23; 

9.  Thesis  defense:  By  July  3. 

Sample  Units  for  Instrument 
Completion,  Study  and 
Reliability  Determination 

Units  for  administration  cf  instrument  and  further  study: 

Third  Armored  Cavalry  Regiment 

Point  of  contact:  Maj.  Starr  ph.  568-7198/7133 

First  Squadron 

Second  Squadron 

Third  Squadron 

11th  Air  Defense  Artillery  Group 

Point  of  contact:  Ltc.  Smith  ph.  568-5624/4428 

1/7  ADA  (HAWK) 

1/65  ADA  (HAWK) 

2/55  ADA  (HAWK) 


2/52  ADA  (HAWK) 


2/57  ALA  (HAWK) 


The  School  Brigade 

Point  of  contact:  Cyt,  Reinke  ph.  568-3917/1007 
4/1  ADA  (C/V) 

1/55  ALA  (C/V) 

Instrument  Reliability. 

United  States  Sergeant's  Major  Acadeny 

Eiggs  Field 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas 

Point  of  contact:  Sgm.  Wilhite  ph.  568-8109 


Chapter  4 


ANALYSIS  OF  THE  DATA 

.Analysis  of  Training  Management 
Perceptions  Instrument 

The  Training  Management  Perceptions  Instrument  was  developed 
to  gain  insight  from  involved  key  personnel  in  the  function  of  a  bat¬ 
talion  sized  combat  arms  unit.  The  items  listed  within  the  instrument 
•were  designed  to  measure  the  perceived  degree  of  time  management,  con¬ 
cepts  of  Army  management  employed  by  the  'nit  and  the  degree  of 
ambiguity  the  respondent  perceives  to  occur  within  the  unit  of  his 
current  assignment. 

The  instrument  reliability  was  established  using  a  test  - 
retest  method  of  determination.  Impartial  senior  non  -  commissioned 
officers  from  the  United  States  Sergeant's  Major  Academy  (Biggs  Field, 
Fort  Bliss  Texas)  were  administered  the  instrument.  Three  days  were 
allowed  between  the  first  and  second  administrations  of  the  instru¬ 
ment.  The  reliability  coefficient  was  determined  to  be  .932  (see 
Table  1,  page  28) 

The  instrument  validity  was  first  addressed  by  the  panel  of 
experts  listed  in  Appendix  C.  The  instrument  has  been  further  vali¬ 
dated  in  the  conduct  of  this  pcoject.  The  high  correlation  of  the 
respondents  perceptions  and  the  ‘unit  performance  evaluation  scores 
further  validates  the  instrument  developed  for  this  project  (see  Table 
14  "Regression  Analysis  of  Unit  Perceptions  cn  Unit  Performance", 


page:  45) 


Table  1  :  Regression  Analysis  of  Test  -  Retest  Responses  for 
Training  Management  Perceptions  Instrument  Reliability 
Determination 


X  axis  =  First  Response  Set  (  individual  sum  scores  ) 
Y  axis  =  Second  Response  Set  (  individual  sum  scores  ) 
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Characteristics  of  Surveyed 
Units 

.Ml  combat  units  on  the  Fort  Bliss  Military  Reservation  were 
surveyed  for  hey  personnel's  perceptions  of  the  training-management- 
techniques  they  perceived  to  be  dominant  in  their  currently  assigned 
unit.  The  units  participating  in  the  survey  are  listed  in  Chapter  1. 
The  units  listed  will  not  be  identified  for  the  remainder  of  this 
report  and  no  further  reference  will  be  made  to  specific  units. 

All  units  surveyed  on  the  Fort  Bliss  Military  Reservation  were 
responsible  for  meeting  any  assigned  post  training  support  require¬ 
ments  as  well  as  maintaining  their  level  of  combat  readiness.  All 
training  support  requirements  were  distributed  equally  to  the  units 
('cased  on  the  required  training  support;  by  a  post  central  tasking 
agency. 

Most  officers  surveyed  were  in  the  unit  for  one  year  or  less 
while  the  r.co's  were  evenly  distributed  on  the  time  referenced  "3 
months  to  24  months"  in  the  unit. 

The  total  officer  mean  score  is  lower  than  the  total  nco  mean 
score  or.  the  training  management  perceptions  instrument. 

'/hen  tested  using  a  one-way  AOV  with  alpha  at  .05,  the  mean 
scores  for  officers,  based  on  time  in  unit,  were  not  significantly 
different.  The  same  held  true  for  the  nco  perception  mean  scores. 

The  data  provided  cn  Table  2  (page  30)  describes  the  total 
sample  taken  at  the  Fort  Eliss  Military  Reservation.  The  data  are 
described  by  mean  scores  for  officer  and  non  -  commissioned  officer 
respondents  on  the  training  management  perceptions  instrument. 
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Table  2  :  Sample  Characteristics  fcr  Instrument 
Administration 


Total  Units  Surveyed .  10 

Total  Personnel  Surveyed .  190 

Total  Officers  Surveyed .  109 

Total  NCO's  Surveyed . . . .  31 

Mean  Time  in  Unit  (  Officers  ) .  11.3  months 

Mean  Time  in  Unit  (  NCO's  ) .  13.4  months 

Mean  Score  (  considering  all  units  ) .  4.54 

Officer  Mean  Score .  4.36 

NCO  Mean  Score .  4.78 


Officer  and  NCC  Mean  Scores  on  Perception 
Instrument  Based  on  Time  in  Unit: 


Considering  Officer  Responses: 

Number  of  Officers  Per  Category: 

3mo.  6mo.  9mc.  12mo.  15mo.  18mo.  21mo.  24mo. 


13  26  15  14  9  5  6  15 

Mean  Officer  Response  Score  per  Category: 

3mo.  6mo.  9mc,  12mo.  ISmo.  13mo.  21mo.  24mo. 


3.83  3.38  4.00  3.57  3.78  4.40  3.50  4.00 


Considering  Non-Commissioned  Officer  Responses: 

Number  of  Non-Commissioned  Officers  per  Category: 

3mo.  6mo.  9mo.  12mo.  15mo.  18mo.  21mo.  24mo. 

6  14  II  12  13  7  5  13 

Mean  NCC  Response  Score  per  Category: 

3mo.  6mo.  9mo.  12no.  ISrrio .  13mo.  21mo.  24mo. 
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Respondent  Perceptions  on 
the  Training  Management 
Perceptions  Instrument 

The  mean  scores  for  the  training  management  perceptions 
instrument  responses  are  reported  in  adjusted  form.  The  adjusted 
score  was  derived  by  multiplying  the  raw  score  by  .14235.  The 
adjusted  score  is  used  for  ease  of  calculation  and  comparison  of  data. 

The  unit  mean  perception  scores  are  listed  in  Table  3  (page 
32) .  Table  3  identifies  officer  and  nco  mean  scores  per  unit  as  well 
as  the  unit  mean  score.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  lower  unit 
mean  scores  had  a  smaller  variance  than  did  the  upper  unit  mean 
scores.  This  aspect  will  be  addressed  later  in  this  report  (Tables  5 
through  10,  pages  36, 3R, 38, 39,40)  . 

The  adjusted  scores,  when  plotted  on  a  frequency  distribution, 
are  skewed  slightly  toward  the  optimum.  There  was,  however,  a  suffi¬ 
cient  break  in  the  score  distribution  to  identify  five  units  as  cri¬ 
sis-management-oriented  and  five  units  as  optimum-management -oriented 
based  on  the  perception  mean  scores  provided  (  see  Table  4,  page  33). 

It  was  determined  that  there  is  a  significant  difference  in 
the  perception  mean  scores  for  those  units  identified  as  crisis-man¬ 
agement-  oriented  when  compared  to  those  units  identified  as  optimum- 
management  -oriented,  (see  Table  5,  page  34) 

The  classif ication  of  optimum  and  crisis-management  'units  is 
made  for  purposes  of  this  study  only.  The  small  sample  size  required 
all  units  for  comparisons.  If  a  larger  sample  size  were  available, 
only  the  extremes  of  the  mean  score  distribution  tor  perceptions  would 
have  been  considered  for  comparison. 
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Tab’ 

.e  3  :  Listing  of 

Unit  Perception  Mean 

Scores 

Unit  Mean  (  raw  )  unit  mean 

(  adjusted 

Grand  Mean . 

...4.54114818 . . 

, . .  . 6487 

1. 

Unit  (  1)  Mean.. 

...4.45227200 . . 

..  .6360 

Officer  Mean. . . . 

...4.40000000 . . 

..  .6286 

NonCom  Mean . 

...4.52000000 . . 

..  .6457 

2. 

Unit  (  2)  Mean.. 

...4.44545300 . 

..  .6351 

Officer  Mean. . . . 

...4.27777773 . 

..  .6111 

NcnCom  Mean . 

...4.58131319 . 

. .  . 6545 

3 . 

Unit  (  3)  Mean.. 

. .  .4.41136300 . 

..  .6302 

Officer  Mean. . . . 

...4.26363636 . 

..  .6091 

NonCom  Mean . 

.  ..4.5 666666-? . 

•  « 

..  .6524 

4. 

Unit  (  4)  Mean.. 

. . .3.67613603 . 

•  • 

..  .5252 

Officer  Mean. . . . 

. . .3.64444444 . 

•  « 

..  .5206 

NcnCom  Mean . 

...3.72857143.. . 

•  • 

..  .5327 

5. 

Unit  (  5)  Mean.. 
Officer  Mean.... 

...4.02138900 . 

. . .3.92222222 . 

•  • 

..  .5744 
..  .5603 

NonCom  Mean . 

_ 4.15000C30 . 

•  « 

..  .5929 

6. 

Unit  (  6)  Mean.. 

...4.94834700 . 

•  • 

..  .7069 

Officer  Mean _ _ 

...4.59285714  . 

i  • 

..  .6561 

NonCom  Mean . 

...5.57500000 . 

•  • 

..  .7964 

7  # 

Unit  (  7)  Mean.. 

...4.70454500 . 

..  .6721 

Officer  Mean.... 

...4.33846153 . 

..  .6198 

NonCom  Mean . 

...5.37142857 . 

..  .7673 

s. 

Unit  (  8)  Mean.. 

. . .4.67045400 . 

. .  .6672 

Officer  Mean. . . . 

...4.51313181 . 

..  .6455 

NonCom  Mean . 

...5.02000000 . 

..  .7171 

9. 

Unit  (  9)  Mean.. 

. . .4.35454430 . 

..  .6935 

Officer  Mean. . . . 
NonCom  Mean . 

. . . 4 . 57000000 . 

. . . 5 . 13000300 . 

•  • 

..  . 6529 
..  .7400 

10. 

Unit  (10)  Mean.. 

. ..4.98325300 . 

•  • 

..  .7119 

Officer  Mean. . . . 

...4.79230769 . 

•  • 

..  .6846 

NonCom  Mean . 

. . . 5.41666666 . 

>  •  • 

..  .7738 

Aujustnteut  term  —  .  4.^20571429 

Mean  scores  adjusted  for  ease  in  comparison 
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Table  4  :  Descriptive  Statistics  for  Unit  Perception  Mean 
Scores  (  using  adjusted  scores  ) 


X  axis  =  Unit  Perception  Scores 
Y  axis  -  Frequency 

Frequency  Distribution  unit  scores 


(  expressed  to 
nearest  .00  ) 
.64 

5  !  .64 

4  !  .63 

y  3  I  .52 

2|  XXX  .57 

II  X  X  XX  X  X  X  .71 

0  l_//_l _ i _ I _ I _ I _ ! _ I  .67 

0  .5  .55  .60  .65  .70  .75  .80  .67 

X  .69 

.71 

n . 10 

Mean . 65 

Standard  Deviation . 059 

Maximum . 71 

Minimum . 52 

Range . 19 

Median. . . 62 

Mode . 71,  .64,  .67 


For  purposes  of  this  report,  those  five  units  that  have 
the  highest  adjusted  scores  on  the  completion  of  the 
training  management  perceptions  instrument  will  be  identified 
as  units  that  are  optimum-management-oriented. 

These  five  units  that  have  the  lowest  percentage  scores  in 
the  completion  of  the  training  management  perceptions 
Instrument  will  be  identified  as  units  that  are  crisis- 
management-oriented. 

All  comparisons  of  units  will  be  made  considering  the  scores 
provided  by  the  units  cn  the  training  management  perceptions 
instrument. 


Table  5  :  Analysis  of  Variance  for  Training-Management- 
Perceptions  in  Identified  Crisis-and  Optimum-Management- 
Grientea  Units 


Question:  Are  training  management  perceptions  equal  in  the 


perceived-crisis-management  units  and  the  perceived 
opcimum-management-criented  units? 

Hypotheses 

HO: 

HA: 

Ml=M2 

Ml  not  =  M2 

Unit  Perception  Scores 

Crisis  Optimum 

4.02138  4.67045 

3.67614  4.94835 

4.45227  4.98325 

4.44545  4.85454 

4.41136  4.70455 

Corr.  term:  2C4. 0125098 

X..  :  45.167744 

X  so..  :  205.5617341 

21.006604 

24.1614 

ACV 

Source 

CF 

SS 

MS  F 

Corr.  Tot. 

9 

1.5492243 

Trts. 

1 

.9951098 

.9951098  14.36684729 

Error 

8 

.5541145 

.069264313 

Calculated  F  is  significant  at  .05 

There  is  a  significant  difference  in  perceptions  between 
those  units  that  perceive  themselves  as  crisis-management- 
oriented  and  those  units  that  perceive  themselves  to  be 
ODtimum-management-oriented . 
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Officer  and  NCO  Responses 
on  the  Training  Management 
Perceptions  Instrument 

The  mean  scores  for  the  officers'  perceptions  are  signifi¬ 
cantly  different  from  the  nco's  in  optimum-management -oriented  units, 
while  there  is  no  significant  difference  in  officer  and  nco  perception 
mean  scores  in  those  units  identified  as  crisis-management-oriented  ( 
see  Tables  6,7,8  pages  36,37,38).  The  difference  in  the  perceptions 
may  be  due  to  different  involvements  of  officers  and  nco's  in  the 
units'  training  management  efforts.  Unfortunately,  this  researcher 
was  not  able  to  observe  the  respondents  in  training  planning  or  other 
training-management  efforts.  The  instrument  was  not  designed  to  mea¬ 
sure  respondent  involvement  in  the  training  management. 

There  is  a  significant  difference  in  perception  mean  scores 
for  officers  assigned  tc  identified  crisis-management-oriented  units 
when  compared  to  mean  scores  for  officers  assigned  to  identified  opti¬ 
mum-management-  oriented  units.  However,  because  the  calculated  F 
value  was  very  close  to  the  Tabled  F  value,  this  point  should  be  con¬ 
sidered  for  further  study.  There  is  a  significant  difference  in  the 
perception  mean  scores  for  nco's  assigned  to  optimum-management- 
oriented  units  when  compared  to  nco's  assigned  to  crisis-management- 
oriented  units  (see  Tables  9  and  13,  pages  39,40)  . 

The  differences  in  the  unit  perception  mean  scores  are  not  due 
to  unit  officers  scoring  lower  or  unit  nco's  scoring  higher  on  the 
training  management  perceptions  instrument.  The  ordering  of  units 
into  optimum-and  crisis-management-oriented  categories  would  not 
change  if  only  officer  scores  or  only  nco  scores  were  considered. 


Table  6  :  Analysis  of  Variance  for  Officer  and  NCO  Scores  on 
The  Training  Management  Perceptions  Instrument 
{  all  units  considered  ) 


Question:  Is  there  a  difference  in  officer  and  nco  scores 

on  the  training  management  perceptions  instrument? 


Hypotheses: 

HO:  M1=M2 

HA:  Ml  is  not  =  M2 


Unit  Perception 

Scores 

Officer 

NCO 

4.57 

5. IS 

Corr.  term: 

417.972245 

4.3385 

5.3714 

X. .  : 

SI. 43 

4.5929 

5.575 

X  sq . .  : 

423.393899 

4.7923 

5.4167 

4.5182 

5.02 

3.9222 

4.15 

3.7285 

3.6444 

4.2636 

4.5667 

4.2778 

4.5818 

4.4 

4.52 

43.404 

48.026 

AOV 


Source 

DF 

SS 

MS 

F 

Corr.  Tot. 

19 

5.4216545 

Trts. 

1 

1.0681442 

1.0681442 

4.416343204 

Error 

18 

4.3535103 

.241861683 

Calculated  F  is  significant  at  .05 

Considering  all  'units  surveyed,  there  is  a  significant 
difference  in  the  unit  mean  scores  for  officers  and  nco's. 
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able  7  :  Analysis  of  Variance  for  Officer  and  NCO  Scores 
on  the  Training  Management  Perceptions  Instrument  for  Units 
Identified  as  Crisis-Management-Oriented 


Question:  Is  there  a  difference  in  officer  and  nco  scores 
on  the  training  management  perceptions  instrument 
for  those  units  identified  as  crisis  management 
oriented? 


Hypotheses: 

HO:  Ml=M2 

HA:  Ml  is  not  =  M2 


Unit  Perception 
Officer 

4.4 

4.277778 

4.2636364 

4.7923 

3.9222222 

Scores 

NCC 

4.52 

4.581818 

4.566667 

3.7285714 

4.15 

Corr.  term: 
X..  : 

X  sq . .  : 

176.8634555 

42.05513708 

177.9074274 

20.5080808 

21.54705628 

ACV 

Source 

CF 

ss 

MS 

F 

Corr.  Tot. 

9 

1.0439719 

Trts. 

1 

.107947 

.107947 

.922 

Error 

3 

.9360249 

.117003113 

Calculated 

F  is 

not  significant 

at 

.05 

There  is  no  significant  difference  in  the  perceptions  of  the 
r.co's  and  the  officers  within  those  units  identified  as 
crisis-tt  _iagement-criented. 
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Table  8  :  Analysis  of  Variance  for  Officer  and  NCO  scores  cn 
the  Training  Management  Perceptions  Instrument  for  Units 
Iaencifiea  as  Cptimuni-Managment-Oriented 


Question:  Is  there  a  difference  in  officer  and  nco  scores 

on  the  training  management  perceptions  instrument 
for  those  units  identified  as  optimum-management- 
oriented? 

Hypotheses : 

HC:  Ml=M2 

HA:  Ml  is  not  =  M2 


Unit  Perception  Scores 
Ofricer  NCO 

4.57  5.02  Corr.  term:  243.7881G89 

4.3384615  5.4166667  X..  :  49.37490343 

4.5928571  5.575  X  sc. .  :  245.4876129 

4.7923076  5.3714286 

4.5181818  5.18 

22.8118082  26.56309524 


ACV 


Source 

DF 

SS 

MS 

F 

Corr.  Tot. 

9 

1.699504 

Trts. 

1 

1.4072155 

1.4072155 

38.51579518 

Error 

8 

.2922885 

.036536063 

Calculated 

F  is 

significant  at 

.05 

There  is  a  significant  difference  in  the  perceptions  of  the 
officers  and  the  nco's  within  those  units  identified  as 
optimum-management-or  ie.nted , 


Table  9  :  Analysis  of  Variance  for  Officer  Scores  on  the 
Training  Management  Perceptions  Instrument  for  Officers 
Assigned  co  Identified  Optimum  and  Crisis-Management-Oriented 
Units 


Question:  Is  there  a  difference  in  officer  scores  on  the 
training  management  perceptions  instrument  for 
these  units  identified  as  cptimum-and  crisis- 
management-oriented? 

Hypotheses: 

HO:  Ml=M2 

HA:  Ml  is  not  =  M2 


Officer  perception  scores 


Crisis 

4.4 

4.2777776 

4.2636364 

3.6444444 

3.9222222 

Cctimum 

4".  57 

4.3384615 

4.5928571 

4.7923076 

4 . 5161313 

Corr.  term: 
X..  : 

X  sc . .  : 

187.6612782 

43.31588699 

188.6854434 

20.5080808 

22.31180619 

ACV 

Source 

DF 

ss 

MS 

F 

Corr.  Tot. 

9 

1.0241672 

Trts. 

1 

.530716 

.530716 

8.604149711 

Error 

8 

.4934512 

.0616814 

Calculated  F  is  significant  at  .05 

There  is  a  significant  difference  in  the  perceptions  of  the 
officers  assigned  to  crisis-managed  units  as  compared  to 
officers  assigned  to  optimum-management-oriented  units. 


Table  10:  Analysis  of  Variance  for  Non-Conanissionea  Officer 
Scores  on  the  Training  Management  Perceptions  Instrument 
for  Non-Coumissioned  Officers  Assigned  to  Identified  Optimum 
and  Crisis-Management-Oriented  Units 


Question:  Is  there  a  difference  in  non-commissioned  officer 
scores  on  the  training  management  perceptions 
instrument  for  those  units  identified  as  optimum 
and  crisis-management-criented? 

Hypotheses: 

HO :  Ml=M2 

HA:  Ml  is  not  =  M2 


NonCari.  perception  scores 
Crisis  Optimum 

4.52  5.02 

4.5818161  5.4166667 

4.5666667  5.575 

3.7285714  5.3714286 

4.15  5.13 

21.54705628  26.563G5524 


AGV 

Source  CF  SS  MS  F 

Corr.  Tot.  9  3.249927 

Trts.  1  2.5160647  2.5160647  27.42819405 

Error  8  .7338623  .091732788 

Calculated  F  is  significant  at  .05 

There  is  a  significant  difference  in  the  perceptions  of  the 
non-commissioned  officers  assigned  to  crisis-  managed  units 
as  compared  to  non-ccmmissicned  officers  assigned  to  optimum- 
managed  units. 


Ccrr .  term:  231.4586675 
X..  :  48.11015152 

X  sq..  :  234.7035949 


Unit  Mission  Success 
Comparisons 

Scores  for  unit  performance  evaluations  were  arrived  at  in  the 
manner  described  in  Appendix  C. 

The  unit  performance  scores  (Table  11,  pace  42),  when  plotted 
in  histogram  fashion,  approximate  a  normal  distribution  (Table  12, 
page  43)  . 

The  upper  five  periormance  scores  were  produced  by  those  units 
that  were  observed  to  have  the  upper  five  perceptions  mean  scores 
whereas  the  lower  five  performance  scores  were  associated  with  those 
units  that  were  observed  to  have  the  lower  perceptions  mean  scores. 

when  tested  to  determine  equality  or  performance  mean  scores 
for  the  two  identified  groups  (crisis  ar.d  optimum  -  management-or¬ 
iented)  ,  it  was  determined  that  there  is  a  significant  difference  in 
performance  mean  scores  in  the  two  groups,  (see  Taole  13,  page  44) 

A  regression  analysis  was  usee  to  compare  the  mean  perception 
scores  to  the  unit  mean  performance  scores  (  see  Table  14,  page  45) . 
The  computed  r  value  of  .94  indicates  that  the  perceptions  of  the 
individuals  surveyed  are  highly  related  to  the  performance  scores 
obtained  for  their  units  of  assignment. 

When  officer  and  nco  mean  perception  mean  scores  were  isolated 
for  regression  analysis  computations,  t.ne  differences  were  not  large 
( r= .93  and  r=.92  respectively,  see  Tables  15  -  16,  page  46,47).  When 
scores  and  perceptions  for  the  crisis  management  and  optimum-manage- 
ment-or iented  units  were  seperately  compared  using  a  regression  analy¬ 
sis,  the  differences  in  the  computed  r  values  were  not  large  (r=.9° 
and  r=.92  respectively, 


see 


Tables  17  anc  18,  pages  48,49). 
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Table  11:  Listing  of  Unit  Performance  Mean  Scores 


Unit  Mean  (  adjusted  ) 

Grand  Mean . 8547 

Unit  Scores:  (  ten  units  surveyed,  performance  scores 
identified  by  unit  can  be  associated  with  the  perception 
scores  listed  on  Table  3). 

1-  Unit  (  1)  Mean . 3158 

2.  Unit  (  2)  Mean . 3133 

3.  Unit  (  3)  Mean . . . 3C73 

4.  Unit  (  4)  Mean . . . 7283 

5.  Unit  (  5)  Mean . 3123 

5.  Unit  (  6)  Mean . 93C1 

7.  Unit  (  7)  Mean . 3453 

8.  Unit  (  3)  Mean . 3495 

9.  Unit  (  9!  Mean . 9793 

13.  Unit  (19)  Mean . 96*74 

Scores  arrived  at  in  the  fashion  described  in  Appendix  D 


Units  1  through  5  have  been  identified  as  the  crisis- 
management-oriented  units  based  on  the  perceptions 
instrument  mean  response  scores. 


43 


Table  12: 
Scores 


descriptive  Statisitcs  for  Unit  Performance  Mean 


X  axis  =  unit  performance  scores  (  adjusted  ) 
y  axis  =  frequency 


Frequency  distribution 


unit  scores 
(  expressed  tc 
nearest  .00  ) 
.82 
.31 
.31 


.95  1.0 


Mean . 

Standard 
Maximum. 
Minimum. 
Range . . . 
Median. . 
Mode. . . . 


deviatic 


.35 

.0^98 

.98 


. . . . ill! iiikiM all Jk:,lllii ilL llll III .:ll li liJUl; HiiiliiiliylLiiiUJiiliiljj 


Table  13:  Analysis  of  Variance  for  Training  Evaluation 
Scores  (  mission  success  rate  )  for  Identified  Crisis  and 
Cptimum  Management  Oriented  Units 


Question:  Are  unit  training  evaluation  scores  equal  in  the 
perceived  crisis  management  units  and  the 
perceived  optimum  management  units? 


Hypotheses: 

HO:  Ml=K2 

HA:  Ml  is  not  =  M2 


Unit  performance  scores 


Cr isis 

Optimum 

.8103 

.8495 

Ccrr.  term: 

7.306146576 

.7288 

.9301 

X. .  : 

8.5476 

.8158 

.9674 

X  so . .  : 

7.3634285 

.8138 

.9793 

.8073 

.8453 

3.976  4.5716 


ACV 

Source 

CF 

SS 

MS 

C 

Corr.  Tot. 

9 

.057281924 

Trts. 

1 

.035473936 

.035473936 

13,01318985 

Error 

8 

.021807988 

.002725999 

Calculated  F  is  significant  at  .05 

There  is  a  significant  difference  in  training  evaluation 
scores  between  those  units  that  perceive  themselves  as  crisis 
managed  and  these  units  that  perceive  themselves  to  be 
optimum-management-or iented . 
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Table  14:  Regression  Analysis  of  Unit  Perception  Scores  on 
Unit  Performance  (  mission  success  )  All  Units  Considered 


X  axis  *  Unit  perception  mean  score  i  adjusted  ) 

Y  axis  =  Unit  performance  mean  score  (  adjusted  ) 


1.00 

Plot 

Unit 

Y 

scores 

X 

1  1 

1 

T 

1 

1 

1  1 

“T 

.8103 

.5744 

1  I 

1 

l 

1 

ol  i 

i 
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.6672 

.951  1 

1 

1 

1 

lo  1 

i 

i 
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.5252 

* 

i 

l 

1 

1  i 

l 
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.6360 

i  1 

1 

• 

1 

1 

lo 

l 

.8138 

.6351 
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l 

i 

t 

i 

1  1 

i 

.8073 
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1 
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1  1 
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1 

! 
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1 

/  1 

1 

1 

1 

1  1 

1 

.001  //  1 

1 

t 

1 

1 

1  i 

1 

.00  .50 

.55 

.60 

.65 

.70  .75 

.80 

X 

r . 

•  •  • 

,9393 

Intercept. . . 

•  •  • 

.0884 

n . 

•  •  • 

10 

Sum  X .  6.4525 

Sum  X  sq .  4.1950 

Sum  Y .  3.5476 

Sum  Y  sq .  7.3634 

Sum  XY .  5.5528 


There  is  a  high  relationship  between  the  perceptions  of 
surveyed  key  personnel  and  performance  evaluation  mean 
scores. 
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Table  15:  Regression  Analysis  of  Officer  Training  .Management 
Perceptions  Instrument  Score  to  Unit  Performance  (  mission 
success  rate  )  All  units  Considered 


X  axis  = 

Officer 

perception 

mean 

score 

( 

adjusted  ) 

Y  axis  = 

Unit 

per 

formance  mean  score  ( 

jjusted  ) 

Plot 

Unit  score 
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Y 
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1 
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i 
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.55 

.60  .65 
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.75 

.30 

X 


r . 9261 

Intercept .  -.3237 

n . . .  10 


Sum 

X . 

Sum 

X  sq . 

Sum 

Y . 

Sum 

Y  sq . 

.  7.3634 

Sum 

XY . 

Table  16:  Regression  Analysis  of  Non-Commissioned  Officer 
Training  Management  Perceptions  Instrument  Score  to  Unit 
Performance  (  mission  success  rate  )  All  Units  Considered 


Table  17:  Regression  Analysis  of  Unit  Training  Management 
Perceptions  Instrument  Scores  on  Unit  Performance  (  mission 
success  )  Only  Optimum  Management  Oriented  Units  Considered 
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Table  IS:  Regression  Analysis  of  Unit  Training  Management 
Perceptions  Instrument  Scores  on  Unit  Performance  (  mission 
success  )  Only  Crisis  Management  Oriented  Units  Considered 


X  axis  = 

Unit 

perception  mean  score  ( 

adjusted  ) 

Y  axis  = 

Unit 

performance  mean  score 

(  adjusted  ) 

Plot 
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.CO  .50  .55  .60  .65  .73  .75  .80 

X 


r . 9296 

Intercept .  .4205 

n .  5 

Sum  X .  3.0009 

Sum  X  sq .  1.8107 

Sum  Y . 3.9763 

Sum  Y  sq .  3.1672 

Sum  XY .  2.3927 
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Responses  on  Instrument 
Items  of  Time  Management 
Ambiguity  and  Army  Management 

The  training  management  perceptions  instrument  was  developed 
to  measure  a  level  of  perceived  crisis-management  based  on  the  con¬ 
cepts  discussed  in  Chapter  2.  Those  concepts  basically  described  the 
lack  of  adequate  time  management  and  ambiguity  as  being  contributors 
to  a  perceived  crisis-situation.  The  Army  management  concepts  were 
developed  to  prevent  the  need  to  manage  by  crisis  management  methods. 
For  a  listing  of  those  items  that  were  intended  to  measure  specific 
conceptual  areas,  see  Appendix  8. 

The  mean  scores  for  item  responses  were  found  to  be  4.5595  for 
items  concerning  army  management;  4.3332  for  items  concerning  ambigu¬ 
ity  ;  and  4.0942  for  those  items  concerning  time  management. 

It  was  determined  that  there  is  a  significant  difference  in 
the  mean  scores  for  the  instrument  item  categories  as  described.  It 
was  further  determined,  by  using  a  protected  LSD  procedure,  that  there 
is  no  significant  mean  difference  in  responses  concerning  ambiguity 
and  army  management.  There  was,  however,  a  significant  difference 
between  ambiguity  and  army  management  when  compared  to  time  management 
(  see  Table  19,  page  51) . 

Management  effects  on  AWOL 

There  was  found  to  be  no  significant  relationship  between  the 
'unit  mean  responses  on  the  training  management  perceptions  instrument 
and  the  number  of  AWOL 1 s  (absent  without  leave)  realized  by  a  unit. 
There  was  found  to  be  no  significant  relationship  between  the  unit 
mean  performance  scores  to  the  number  of  AWCL's  realized  by  the  unit. 
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Table  19:  Analysis  of  Variance  for  Training  Management 
Perceptions  Instrument  Mean  Scores  on  Items  for  Time 
Management,  Ambiguity  and  Army  Management  (  all  units 
considered  ) 


Question:  Considering  all  units,  are  mean  scores  for  Army 
Management,  Time  and  Amibiguity  significantly 
different? 

Hypotheses:  HO:  M1=M2=M3 

HA:  Somewhere  is  an  inequality 


Unit  perception  scores  for: 


Army  Mgt. 

Ambiguity 

Time 

4.4300 

4.5857 

4.2583 

Corr.  term:  536.3259057 

4.6223 

4.7428 

3.3333 

X..  :  134.369432 

4.3809 

4.6214 

4.23C0 

X  sc..  :  614.1372952 

3.4255 

4.3425 

3.3033 

4.0911 

4.3357 

3.5483 

Mean  1  -  Mean  2  =  .2737 

5. 3773 

5.1985 

4.4617 

Mean  1  -  Mean  3  =  .4654 

4.7444 

5.3714 

4.2157 

Mean  2  -  Mean  3  =  .7390 

4.9486 

4.7166 

4.2833 

4.8055 

5. 2503 

4.4667 

5.0922 

5.3671 

4.3730 

45.595598 

48.331983 

40. 94151"’ 

AGV 

Source 

DF 

SS 

MS  F 

Corr.  Tot. 

29 

7.3113895 

Trts. 

O 

i. 

2.7922916 

1.3961458  7.513500 

Error 

27 

5.31909790 

.135892515 

Calculated  F  is  significant  at  .35 

Considering  all  units,  there  is  a  significant  difference  in 
the  perceptions  of  time  management,  ambiguity  and  army 
management  within  the  unit. 

Protected  LSD  =  .3933  (  .35  level  of  significance  ) 

There  is  a  significant  difference  in  mean  response  scores 
between  ambiguity  and  time  management .  There  is  a 
significant  difference  in  mean  response  scores  between 
army  management  and  time  management. 
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Smmarv 

The  developed  Training  Management  Perceptions  Instrument 
demonstrates  itself  to  be  a  valid  predictor  of  the  surveyed  Fort  Bliss 
units  performance  evaluations.  It  appears  that  the  instrument  does 
have  r*"sdictive  potential  based  on  the  results  of  the  Fort  31iss  sur¬ 
vey.  There  is  a  significant  difference  in  the  performance  (mission 
success)  of  units  that  perceive  themselves  to  be  crisis-management- 
oriented  as  compared  to  those  'units  that  perceive  themselves  to  be 
optimum-management-oriented .  Units  that  scored  high  on  the  training 
management  perceptions  instrument  were  observed  to  have  better  perfor¬ 
mance  evaluation  scores  while  the  units  that  scored  lower  on  the 
training  management  perceptions  instrument  had  lower  training  evalua¬ 
tion  scores. 

Although  officers  and  ncc's  had  significantly  different  'unit 
mean  scores  on  the  training  management  perceptions  instrument,  they 
also  reflect  the  performance  evaluations  of  the  unit.  Optimum-and 
crisis-management-oriented  units  similarly  reflected  their  performance 
evaluations  via  the  responses  of  key  personnel  on  the  developed  train¬ 
ing  management  perceptions  instrument. 

Although  the  design  of  this  project  was  not  to  identify  rea¬ 
sons  for  the  crisis-management  situation,  the  observed  lower  scores  on 
the  time-management  items  on  the  instrument  may  indicate  a  time-man¬ 
agement  problem. 


Chapter  5 


CONCLUSIONS 


Findings,  Interpretations 
and  Recommendat ions 

Observation  (1) :  It  has  been  observed  that  there  is  a  high 
relationship  between  the  'init  mean  score  cn  the  developed  training 
management  instrument  and  the  unit's  performance  on  annual  Army  evalu¬ 
ations.  The  surveyed  Fort  Bliss  'units  that  had  higher  perception  mean 
scores  had  higher  performance  evaluation  mean  scores  than  those  that 
had  lesser  perception  mean  scores.  The  developed  instrument  does, 
therefore,  appear  to  differentiate  ur.it  performance  based  on  the  per¬ 
ceptions  of  the  key  personnel  surveyed.  It  should  be  noted  that  the 
mission  success  rates  referred  to  within  this  project  are  all  unit 
evaluations  that  have  been  held  within  the  last  year.  Therefore,  the 
performance  evaluations  may  have  contributed  to  the  perception  mean 
score  or  vice  versa.  Whatever  the  relationship,  it  appears  that  the 
instrument  does  reflect  the  annual  unit  performance  evaluations. 

Recommendation  (!_;  :  Administer  the  instrument  to  units  prior 
to  their  undertaking  annual  Army  evaluations.  Determine  if  the  per¬ 
ceptions  gained  accurately  predict  the  final  evaluation  score (s). 

Observation  (2) :  The  differences  in  the  perceptions  of  the 
nco's  and  the  officers  surveyed  within  the  same  units  may  be  caused, 
in  part,  by  the  involvement  of  the  surveyed  key  personnel  in  training 
management.  If  the  training  management  effort  is  being  shared  by  the 


officers  and  \ 'y  nco's  of  a  'unit,  then  the  perceptions  of  the 


training  management  efforts  should  be  similar.  It  was  apparent  in 
those  units  that  were  identified  as  optimum-management-oriented  that 
the  variance  in  the  perception  mean  scores  of  the  officers  and  the 
nco's  was  net  similar.  This  may  indicate  a  communication  shortfall 
within  the  unit,  or  one  group  (either  officer  or  ncc)  is  not  ade¬ 
quately  involved  with  the  training  efforts  of  the  unit. 

Recommendation  (2) :  Observe  the  roles  of  the  key  personnel  in 
surveyed  units  to  determine  if  a  difference  exists  in  their  involve¬ 
ment  in  the  unit  training  management  process.  Determine  if  the  train¬ 
ing  management  roles  are  maintained  oy  predominantly  one  group  (offi¬ 
cer  or  nco) . 

Observation  (3) :  The  sampled  units  or.  the  Fort  Eliss  Military 
Reservation  all  indicated  a  low  mean  score  on  instrument  items  that 
measured  time  management.  This  may  indicate  a  problem  in  the  area  of 
time  management. 

Recommendation  (3) :  Analyte  the  planning  processes  of  various 
units  to  determine  the  prime  reasons  for  time  "mismanagement''  within 
these  units.  The  lessens  learned  from  decade  old  studies  (20)  of  time 
management  should  be  reviewed  to  determine  if  time  management  have 
remained  the  same. 

Observation  (_4)  :  For  these  units  surveyed  on  the  Fort  Eliss 
Military  Reservation,  there  was  no  relationship  between  the  perceived 
training  management  c i  the  unit  and  the  number  of  AWCL  personnel  dur¬ 
ing  the  study  time  period.  It  is  possibly  due  to  other  factors  such 
as  the  supervisory  abilities  and  leadership  of  the  first-line  supervi¬ 


sors. 
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Recommendation  (_4)  :  Allow  lower  ranking  unit  personnel  the 

opportunity  to  complete  similar  training  management  perceptions 
instruments  to  learn  of  the  training  management  techniques  in  their 
assignee  unit.  Additionally,  sample  soldiers,  who  have  a  history  of 
being  AWCL,  to  determine  if  the  unit's  training  management  efforts  are 
contributing  to  the  AWDL  problem. 


Recommendations  fer  Fur tr.er 
Researcn 

Examine  a  large  sample  of  Army  units  to  determine  if 
established  policies  and  regulations  are  being  used  in  the  training 
management  process.  If  it  is  found  there  are  units  that  practice 
training  management  in  accordance  with  Army  dec  trine  and  ethers  wr.c  do 
not,  then  compare  the  relationship  between  the  perceptions  of  the 
unit's  key  personnel  and  its  mission  success  rates. 

Examine  recommendations  made  by  the  Board  for  Dynamic  Training 
for  specific  recommendations  to  implement  the  Army  training  management 
system  (23)  .  Prepare  and  conduct  a  folicw-uc  evaluation,  to  determine 
what  recommendations  have  teen  implemented,  ar.c  the  degree  to  which 
they  have  been  implemented. 

Further  analyze  the  concepts  of  leadership  vs.  management. 
Determine  if  tne  roles  are  confused.  If  so,  at  what  level  and  to  what 
degree  are  they  confused. 

Examine  'units  to  determine  what  management  techniques  work. 
Identify  all  unit  characteristics  that  influence  its  success.  Iden¬ 
tify  all  unit  characteristics  chat  contribute  to  its  failure. 

Determine  if  contributors  to  cerceived  crisis-management  are 
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£  *  =»ient  in  all  the  surveyed  units  anc  determine  how  the  units  react 
t  impc ->e  crisis-situation. 

’ -it  .r.T.ine  what  impact  assigned  diversionary  missions  have  on 
the  itu.  sicr.  success-rate  of  the  unit.  Additionally,  determine  how 
diversionary  missions  are  handled  by  the  assigning  agency  and  the 
assigned  unit. 

Determine  if  there  are  personnel  strength  problems  within 
these  units  that  are  perceived  as  cr isis-manageir.ent-orier.ted. 

Measure  the  number  cf  recurring  crisis  situations  ceing  real¬ 
ized  by  a  unit.  Determine  a  cause  for  the  recurring  crisis  situation 
to  be  realized. 

Car, pare  the  results  cf  tr.e  study  cf  the  7tr  Infantry  Division 
(20 :A  39)  to  the  results  of  these  studies  to  determine  if  the  problems 
realized  in  1977  are  still  evident.  If  they  are  still  evident,  deter¬ 
mine  what  the  disposition  of  the  report  was,  who  was  affected  by  it, 
and  what  ir.cocpcr aHons  were  mace  into  existing  doctrine.  Further, 
determine  what  command  influence  has  beer,  brought  to  bear  on  the 
implementation  cf  "lessons  learned." 

Determine  if  there  are  evaluation  methods  available  within  a 
unit  or  inspecting  agency  to  evaluate  a  unit’s  management  efforts  as 
listed  by  regulation  for  planning,  organizing,  directing,  coordinat¬ 
ing,  controlling,  developing  of  objectives,  and  managing  cy  exception. 

Consider  Crocker's  point  on  the  firing  line  supervisor  (page 
13) .  Determine  if  there  is  toe  much  asked  cf  the  unit  training  man¬ 
ager.  Determine  if  long  range  plans  should  be  mace  at  a  superior 


headquarters  to  allow  the  battalion  commander  to  effectively  concert- 
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trate  on  those  areas  of  immediate  concern. 


Summary 

Army  leadership  agrees  that  there  is  a  problem  with  unit 
training  management.  Regulations  have  been  developed  to  eliminate  the 
problems  of  what  has  been  referred  to  within  this  project  as  "crisis 
management."  However,  many  Army  commanders  are  managing  training  by 
crisis-management  methods  that  prevent  the  efficient  accomplishment  of 
assigned  missions. 


This  study  was  developed  to  determine  if  there  is  a  difference 
in  the  mission  success  rates  of  identified  crisis-anc  optimum-manage¬ 
ment-  oriented  units.  Key  to  the  study  was  the  development  of  the 
Training  Management  Perceptions  Instrument  (App.  A) .  The  instrument 
was  ceveicpec  rrcm  tne  concepts  that  time  mismanagement  snc  ambiguity 
are  prime  causes  for  crisis  management.  Additionally,  items  concern¬ 
ing  Army  management  were  included  in  the  instrument  to  gain  the  unit's 
perceptions  of  how  exisitinc  regulations  are  being  implemented.  A  lew 
score  was  indicative,  of  a  crisis-management-oriented  unit  whereas  a 
high  score  was  indicative  of  an  optimum-management-or ier.red  unit. 

The  project  was  causal  comparative  in  nature  comparing  the 
perceptions  of  the  surveyed  units  to  their  mission  success  rates  (per¬ 
formance  evaluations) . 


Cf  the  battalion  sized  units  surveyed  at  Fcrt  Bliss,  a  high 
reiat. -ns)..,  p  between  key  personnel  levels  of  perceived  crisis  manage¬ 
ment  and  their  unit  performance  evaluation  scores  was  observed.  The 
units  that  had  lower  mean  scores  on  the  Perceptions  Instrument  had 
lower  mean  performance  scores.  The  units  that  had  higher  mean  scores 


on  the  Perceptions  Instrument  had  higher  performance  scores. 

There  may  be  a  problem  with  unit  time  management.  All  units 
surveyed  indicated  that  time  management  was  less  than  optimal.  Recom¬ 
mendations  include  an  in  -  depth  review  of  the  disposition  of  previous 
research  to  determine  the  impact  on  the  training  management  systems. 


REFERENCES  CITED 


1.  Eennis,  W.  The  Unconcious  Conspiracy/,  Why  Leaders  Can't  Lead. 
Amacom,  1976. 

2.  Burlem,  W.S.  The  Recognition  anc  Characteristics  of  Effective 
Executives.  Naval  Post  Graduate  School.  Monterey,  California: 
September  1976. 

3.  Clausewitz,  C.V.  On  War .  Princeton  University  Press,  Princeton, 
New  Jersey,  1967. 

4.  Drucker,  P.F.  Management.  Harper  and  Row,  Mew  York,  New  York, 
1974. 

5.  .  The  Effective  Executuve.  Harper  and  Row,  New  York,  Mew 
York',  1967. 

6.  Fry,  J.,  and  others.  Development ,  Implementation  and  Evaluation 
of  Leadership/Managenenc  Training  ir  Army  Battalions.  Vol.  1.  , 
Prepared  for  the  U.S.  Army  Research  Institute  for  the  Behavioral 
and  Social  Sciences.  Alexandria,  Virginia  (Contract  No.  CAHC 
19-73-C-00C4) ,  June  1975. 

7.  Hackman,  J.R.  The  Design  of  Work  in  the  1980's.  New  Haven  School 

of  Organization  and  Management:  Yale  University,  New  Haven,  Con- 

neticut,  (Technical  Report  no.  15,  Contract  No.  NC',’7 14-7503269)  , 
February  1978. 

8.  Harrel,  T.W.  Perception  of  Leadership  in  Small  Groups.  Stanford 
University  Graduate  School  of  Business,  Stanford  California,  Pre¬ 
pared  For  the  Group  Psychology  Branch  Office  of  the  Naval  Reserve, 
January  1967 

9.  Jacobs,  T.O. ,  and  others.  Analysis  of  Training  Management  Survey. 
Prepared  for  the  Human  Resources  Research  Organization,  Alexand¬ 
ria,  Virginia  (Contract  No.  HMRRO-CR-D4-71-33) ,  October  1971. 

1C.  Lanoux,  S.M.  Crisis  Management,  Myth  or  Monster.  Naval  Post 
Graduate  School.  Monterey,  California:  June  1973. 

11.  Macini,  F.L.  "Management  by  Objectives,  a  Management  Technique 
for  Army  Management  Doctrine."  (U.S  Army  War  College  Paper),  Car¬ 
lisle  Barracks,  Pennsylvania,  May  1975. 

12.  Meyer,  E.C.  "Fulfilling  Mission  Means  Being  Able  to  Fight  .Any¬ 
time,  Anywhere",  Army  Magazine  .Annual  Status  Reports,  Vol.  29,  No. 
13,  October  1979. 

13.  Mic’neaiscn,  L.  Leader  Orientation,  Leader  Behavior,  Group  Effec¬ 
tiveness  ,  and  Situational  Favorability. . .an  Extension  of  the  Con¬ 
tingency  Model .  University  of  Michigan  Institute  for  Social 


60 


Research,  Ann  Arbor,  Micnigan,  September,  1970. 

14.  Glmstead,  J.,  and  others.  Leadership  Actions  as  Evaluatec  by 
Experienced  Company  Grade  Officers.  Prepared  for  the  Human 
Resources  Research  Organization,  Alexandria,  Virginia,  (Contract 
No.  DAHC  19-73-C-0012) ,  June  1971. 

15.  Prophet,  W.  "The  U.S.  Army  in  the  70's;  Developments  in  Training 
and  Manpower  Technologies,"  Seville  Research  Corporation,  Pensa¬ 
cola,  Florida,  (Professional  Paper  No.  77-01)  ,  February  1977. 

16.  Scott,  H.L.  Fiedlers  Contingency  Model  of  Leadership  Effective¬ 
ness,  Possible  Implications  for  a  Manager.  Defense  Systems  Man¬ 
agement  School,  Fort  3elvoir,  Virginia,  (Study  Project  Report  PMC 
75—1 ,  Contract  No.  DSMS-PMC-75-1) ,  August  1976. 

17.  Shapiro,  H.S.,  and  Gilbert,  M.A.  Psychological  and  Sociological 
Factors  in  Decision  Making .  Prepared  for  the  Office  of  Naval 
Research,  Advanced  Research  Projects  Agency,  Washington,  D.C., 
March  197  5 . 

19.  Shoemaker,  R.S.  "Managing  Training  to  Close  the  Gaps",  Army  Maga¬ 
zine  1973  Status  Reports,  Vcl.  23,  No.  10,  October  1973.  ~~  *~ 

19.  Starry,  D.S.  "Training  ...Key  to  Success  of  Force  Modernization" . 
Army  Magazine  Annual  Status  Reports,  Vcl. 29,  No.  13,  October  1979. 

20.  Taylor,  J.,  and  others.  Development  of  an  Individual  Extension 
Training  System  for  Managing  and  Conducting  Training  in  the  Army 
Unit.  Prepared  for  the  U.S.  Army  Research  Institute  for  the  Beha¬ 
vioral  and  Social  Sciences,  Alexandria,  Virginia,  (Contract  No. 
DAHC  19-76-C-0010) ,  October  1977. 

21.  Training  Analysis  and  Evaluation  Group.  Training  Effectiveness 
Assessment .  Vol.  1,  Current  Military  Training  Evaluation  Pro¬ 
grams,  TA£G  Report  No.  39,  December  1976. 

22.  Uhlaner,  J.E,  Management  Leadership  in  System  Measurement  Reds. 
Prepared  for  the  U.S.  Army  Research  Institute  for  the  Behavioral 
and  Social  Sciences,  August  1975. 

23.  U.S.  Army  Board  for  Dynamic  Training.  Report  of  The  Beard  for 
Dynamic  Training.  Vol.  2,  Final  Report,  Fort  Benninq,  Ga.,  Decem¬ 
ber  1971. 


24.  U.S.  Army  Regulation  5-1.  Army  Management  Doctrine.  August  1973. 

25.  U.S.  Army  Field  Manual  21-6.  How  to  Train.  June  12-6. 

26.  U.S.  Army  Training  Circular  21-5-"'.  Training  Management  in  9aM~a- 
lions.  December  19“7. 


Additional  sources 


27.  Duncan,  R.5.  "Characteristics  of  Organizational  Environments  and 
Perceived  Environmental  Uncertainty".  Administrative  Science 
Quarterly.  No.  17,  Vol.  3,  Sept.  1972.  (Cited  by  Shapiro  and 
Morgan  (17) ,  page  21) 

23.  Holsti,  O.R.  Crisis,  Escalation,  Wa r .  r.treai:  McGill-Queens 
University  press,  1972.  (Cited  by  Shapiro  and  Morgan  (17) ,  page 
24) 

29.  Smock,  C.D.  "The  Influence  of  Psychologic....  Stress  on  the  Into¬ 
lerance  of  .Ambiguity".  Journal  of  Abnormal  arc  So'.'isl  ? sycho logy , 
1955.  (Cited  by  Shapiro  and  Morgan  (17),  pages  21,  22'. 


i 


I 


i 


62 


APPENDIX  A:  TRAINING  MANAGEMENT  PERCEPTIONS  INSTRUMENT 

The  following  instrument  is  intended  to  survey  your  opinion  in 
the  area  of  training  management  as  you  perceive  it  to  occur  within  the 
unit  of  your  present  assignment.  This  is  not  an  evaluation,  and  the 
results  will  be  used  for  purposes  of  further  research  only.  Do  not 
place  your  name,  rank,  or  duty  position  any  place  on  this  form.  The 
answers  you  provide  will  be  maintained  in  the  strictest  of  confidence 
and  will  not  be  released  on  the  form  that  you  provide  for  on  this 
worksheet. 


Use  the  following  scale  for  the  formulation  of  your  answers. 


1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 

!  I 

never  (seldom)  equally 

occurs  occurs 

(  false  ) 

(  low  urgency  ) 


- 6 - 7 

I 

frequently)  always 
occurs 
(  true  ) 

(  h;g'n  urgency  ) 


If  in  your  opinion,  the  question  should  be  answered  in  a 
true-false  manner,  indicate  a  one  (  1  }  for  false  or  a  seven  (  7  )  for 
true,  otherwise  indicate  the  number  that  best  indicates  your  unit. 


If  you  are  'unsure  of  the  meaning  of  a  concept  presented  within 
this  questionnaire,  place  a  one  (  1  )  in  the  appropriate  answer  space. 

Should  you  wish  tc  clarify  any  answer  that  you  provide,  indi¬ 
cate  that  you  are  placing  a  comment  cn  the  back  of  the  form.  'When 
writing  any  comments,  please  insure  that  you  reference  the  question 
number.  Your  comments  will  be  appreciated. 


Any  questions  concerning  the  final  disposition  of  this  form 
should  be  addressed  to: 


Captain  L.H.  Rios 
1005  Ferndale 
Las  Cruces,  Mew  Mexico 
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i  3  I 

never  (seldom)  equally 

occurs  occurs 

(  false  ) 

(  low  urgency  ) 


5 - 6 - 7 

I 

(frequently)  always 
occurs 
(  true  ) 

(  high  urgency  ) 


1.  The  battalion  commander  plans  this  units  training  in  accor¬ 
dance  with  CA  TC  21-5-7. 

2.  This  unit  maintains  a  current  detailed  training  forecast. 

3.  Subordinate  leaders  are  informed  of  the  projected  training 
requi rements. 

4.  This  unit  trains  for  annual  training  evaluations  on  a  year 
round  basis. 

5.  Adequate  time  is  allocated  to  instructors  for  the  prepara¬ 
tion  of  training  within  the  unit. 

6.  This  unit  is  not  subjected  to  abrupt  changes  to  training 
requirements  imposed  by  a  higher  headquarters. 

7.  Training  planning  continues  on  forecasted  training  as  this 
unit  prepares  for  a  training  evaluation. 

3.  The  soldier's  work-day  schedule  remains  unchanged  during  a 
period  preceding  a  training  evaluation  (this  does  not 
induce  pre-planned  training  activities.) 

9.  Training  plans  meetings  are  conducted  on  a  frequent  basis 
with  subordinate  commanders,  leaders,  staff  as  necessary. 

it' .  Alternative  activities  are  planned  in  the  event  of  unplan¬ 
ned  schedule  interuption. 

11.  Responsibility  for  alternate  plan  implementation  is  known 
and  understood  by  these  persons  affected  by  the  contingency 
pi  an. 

12.  This  unit  is  not  subject  to  recurring  crisis  situations, 
(crash  preparation,  implementation,  correction,  etc.) 

13.  Training  forecasts  are  provided  by  a  superior  headquarters 
on  a  timely  basis. 

14 4  Training  pi ans  ara  incorporated  to  includa  and  ersw 
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1 - 2 - 

1 

never  (seldom) 

- 4 - 

1 

equally 

| 

(frequently)  always 

occurs 

occurs 

occurs 

(  false  ) 

(  true  ) 

(  low  urgency  ) 

(  high  urgency  ) 

15  _  15.  Normal  training  activities  continue  to  occur  up  to  the  time 

of  a  scheduled  training  inspection  or  evaluation. 

16  _  16.  Unit  training  plans  are  not  changed  by  a  higher  headquar¬ 

ters. 

17  _  17.  Training  standards  from  the  appropriate  ARTEP  are 

incorporated  in  all  training  efforts. 

18  _  18.  All  SQT's  are  prepared  for  on  a  daily  basis. 

19  _  19.  This  unit  conducts  refresher  or  remedial  training  on  the 

basis  of  the  evaluations  administered. 


20  _  20.  This  unit  is  prepared  to  move  to  a  deployment  position  and 

continue  sustained  operations  if  necessary. 

21  _  21.  There  is  nc  need  to  institute  a  crash  program  to  provide 

major  instruction  prior  to  a  training  evaluation. 


22 


23 


22.  Unit  standard  operating  procedures  are  established  for 
conduct  of  training. 


23.  Circle  one: 


Officer 


24 _  24.  Circle  One:  Time  in  unit 

13mo.  21mo.  24mo.  or  more 


Non-Commissioned  Officer 
3mo.  6mo.  9mo.  12mo.  15mo. 
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APPENDIX  B:  TRAINING  MANAGEMENT  PERCEPTIONS  INSTRUMENT 
ITEM.  JUST  FICATICN 

The  questions  are  formulated  to  provide  insight  into  a  unit's 
functioning  in  one  or  more  of  three  conceptual  areas  relating  to  cri¬ 
sis  management  as  described  within  this  text.  They  are  as  follows: 

1.  Army  Regulation  cr  accepted  Army  standard  (DA  TC  21-5-7) . 

(  see  Chapter  2  ) 

2.  Concepts  of  ambiguity  relative  to  stress  and  crisis 
established  by  Shapiro  and  Gilbert,  (see  Chapter  2) 

3.  Concepts  of  time  relating  to  stress  and  crisis  as  establ¬ 
ished  by  Shapiro  and  Gilbert,  (see  Chapter  2) 

Each  item  will  have  a  definition  to  help  the  respondent  decide 
if  his  unit  is  crisis  or  optimum-management  oriented.  They  are  as 
follows: 

Item  Number: 

1.  The  battalion  commander  plans  this  unit's  training  in 
accordance  with  DA  TC  21-5-7. 

Concept (s)  of  item  interest:  Army  Management 

2.  This  unit  maintains  a  current  detailed  training  forecast. 
Concept (s)  of  item  interest:  Ambiguity 

3.  Subordinate  leaders  are  informed  of  the  projected  training 
requirements. 

Concept (s)  of  item  interest:  Ambiguity 

4.  This  unit  trains  for  annual  training  evaluations  on  a 


year-round  basis. 


Concept(s)  of  item  interest:  Army  Management. 

5.  Sufficient  time  is  allocated  to  instructors  for  the  prepa¬ 
ration  of  training  within  the  unit. 

Concept (s)  of  item  interest:  Time 
S.  This  unit  is  not  subjected  to  abrupt  changes  in  training 
requirements  imposed  by  a  higher  headquarters. 

Concept (s)  of  item  interest:  Time 
?.  Training  planning  continues  on  forecasted  training  as  this 
unit  prepares  for  a  training  evaluation. 

Concept (s)  of  item  interest:  Army  Management 

8.  The  work-day  schedule  (  hourly  input  )  remains  unchanged 
during  a  period  preceding  a  training  evaluation. 

Concept (s)  of  item  interest:  Time. 

9.  Planning  meetings  are  conducted  on  a  frequent  basis  with 
subordinate  commanders,  leaders,  staff  as  necessary. 
Concept (s)  of  item  interest:  Ambiguity 

1C.  Alternate  activities  are  planned  in  the  event  of  an 
unplanned  schedule  interruption. 

Concept (s)  of  item  interest:  Ambiguity 

11.  Responsibility  for  alternate  plan  implementation  is  known 
and  'understood  by  those  persons  affecced  by  the  contin¬ 
gency  plan. 

Conceptis)  of  item  interest:  Ambiguity 

12.  This  unit  is  not  subject  to  recurring  crisis  sit  lations. 
Concept (s)  of  item  interest:  Army  Management. 

13.  Training  forecasts  are  provided  by  a  superior  headquarters 
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1 

on  a  timely  basis. 

Concept (s)  of  item  interest:  Time 

14 .  Training  plans  include  squad  and  crew  level  training. 

Concept (s)  of  item  interest:  Ambiguity 

15.  Normal  training  activities  continue  up  to  the  time  of  a 
scheduled  training  inspection  or  evaluation. 

Concept(s)  of  item  interest:  Time 

16.  'Jnit  training  plans  are  net  changed  by  a  higher  headquar¬ 
ters. 

Concept's)  of  item  interest:  Army  Management. 

17.  Training  standards  from  the  appropriate  ARTEP  are  incorpo¬ 
rated  in  all  training  efforts. 

Concept's)  of  item  interest:  Army  Management. 

18.  SQTs  are  prepared  for  on  a  daily  tasis. 

Concept (s)  of  item  interest:  Time 

19.  The  unit  conducts  refresher  or  remedial  training  on  the 
basis  of  the  evaluations  administered. 

Concept's)  of  item  interest:  Army  Management. . 

20.  This  unit  is  prepared  to  move  to  an  alert  position  and 
continue  sustained  operations  if  necessary. 

Concept ( s)  of  item  interest:  Army  Management 

21.  There  is  no  need  to  institute  a  crash  program  to  provide 
major  instruction  prior  to  a  training  evaluation. 

Concept (s)  of  item  interest:  Ambiguity  . 

22.  Standard  operating  procedures  are  established  for  the  con¬ 
duct  of  training. 


Concept (s)  of  item  interest:  Army  Management 


Item  Recapitulation: 

Concept  of  interest:  Time  Army  Management  Ambiguity 


a 


Number  of  Items: 


9 
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APPENDIX  C:  COMMENTS  ON  INSTRUMENT  VALIDATION  AND 
RELIABILITY 

Roster  of  Training  Management  Perception  Instrument  Content 
Validation  Panel: 


For  Content  Validity: 


Carson,  C.R.,  Maj. 

Assistant  Professor  of  Military  Science 
New  Mexico  State  University 
Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico 

Dewitt,  E.D.,  Ltc. 

Deputy  Director  Plans  and  Training 
USAADCO'l  anc  Fort  3liss 
Fort  Bliss,  Texas 

Hester,  M.L.,  Maj. 

.Asst.  Inspector  General  arc  Inspections  Team  Chief 
USAADCSN  anc  Fort  Bliss 
Fort  Bliss,  Texas 

Long,  C.,  Cpt. 

Office  of  the  Dir.  Plans  and  Training 
USAADCEN  and  Fort  Bliss 
Fort  Bliss,  Texas 

Pittman,  C.J.,  Ltc. 

Professor  of  Military  Science 
New  Mexico  State  University 
Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico 

Instrument  Design: 

Crcft,  D.3.,  Phd 

Dept,  of  Educational  Management  and  Development 
(  Educational  Research  and  Development  Center  ) 

New  Mexico  State  University 
Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico 

Comments  on  Instrument  Validation: 

Copies  of  the  instrument  and  appropriate  draft  chapters  of 

this  project  were  provided  the  panel  members  for  consiceraticn  and 

comment.  Personal  interviews  were  conducted  as  appropriate  to  gain 


insight  on  recommended  changes.  The  instrument  contained  within  this 
document  is  a  final,  content-validated  product  based  on  the  approval 
of  the  panel  members  listed.  Comments  on  Reliability: 

The  content-vai idated  instrument  was  administered  to  11  senior 
non-commissioned  officers  attending  the  United  States  Sergeant's  Major 
Academy,  3iggs  Field,  Fort  Bliss  Texas.  The  instrument  was  evaluated 
for  reliability  using  a  test-retest  metnod.  The  time  period  between 
the  administration  of  the  instrument  was  three  days.  The  completed 
instruments  were  analysed  for  the  reliability  coefficient  using  a 
regression  analysis. 

P.eliaciiity  Coefficient  for  the  Training  Management  Percep¬ 
tions  Instrument:  . (see  Tacle  1,  Chanter  4,  cage  22} 


APPENDIX  D:  RECORD  SHEET  FCR  SELECTED  UNIT  TRAINING 
EVALUATIONS 


This  sheet  will  be  filled  out  for  each  unit  that  is  identified 
for  further  research.  When  filled  out,  this  form  will  be  kept  sepa¬ 
rately  from  all  other  units  and  will  not  be  released  to  persons  not 
directly  involved  in  the  analysis  of  the  data  contained  on  this  sheet. 
Unit: _ 

Location: _ 

Date: _ 

C/  0  :  (  circle  one-  )  Unit  Mean  Training  Management 

Perceptions  score: _ 

Data  collector: _ 

Unit  assistant: _ 

When  recording  scores,  use  the  latest  score  available.  The  score 

should  not  be  mere  t.oan  13  months  old.  Because  the  Army  currently 
emphasizes  pass  -  fail  programs,  the  unit  score  will  ce  arrived  at  by 
assigning  a  value  of  1  (  one  ;  for  a  passing  score  and  a  2  (  zero  ) 

for  a  failing  score.  Commendable  work  will  be  considered  passing 
only,  The  exception  for  assignment  of  a  zero  or  a  one  is  when  the 
iur.it  has  a  numerical  score  available,  i.e. ,  physical  training  test 
scores  are  computed  on  ah-  point  oasis,  t.ne  recorder  should 

average  the  'unit's  physical  training  test  and  arrive  at  tne  unit  raw 
near,,  i.e.,  -112  which  when  multiplied  by  the  correction  term  .2  will 
provide  an  adjusted  mean  score.  The  5QT  score  for  the  unit  should  be 
arrived  at  in  by  averaging  available  scores.  This  figure  should  be 
surged  with  the  unit's  pass  fail  scores  for  computation  in  tne  unit 


